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EDITORIAL 


Bookburning in the Style of 2011 
Richard A. Widmann 


lu.com informed the staff at Inconvenient History that they had 

struck our two annual editions from availability. The so-called 
“Questionable Content team” tersely noted that our content was in viola- 
tion of their membership agreement because it was “unlawful, obscene, 
defamatory, pornographic, indecent, lewd, harassing, threatening, harmful, 
invasive of privacy or publicity rights, abusive, inflammatory, or otherwise 
objectionable.” With a bit more focus, they continued, “Lulu sells all over 
the world, including to France and Germany where revisionist books are 
illegal and anti-constitutional.” 

Immediately we wrote to Lulu to get additional information. Who is- 
sued a complaint about our materials? Was a formal complaint received 
from a representative of the French or German governments? What article 
in particular was found to be objectionable? Lulu did not see fit to respond 
to our inquiry. This leaves us only able to guess at the invisible hand be- 
hind the complaint. 

The psychic intimidation employed by the complainant had its desired 
effect. The books are no longer available and a revenue stream was cut off, 
or at least temporarily interrupted. 

In Ray Bradbury’s prophetic science fiction novel Fahrenheit 451, 
firemen are employed not to extinguish fires, but rather to burn offensive 
literature. The title is a reference to the temperature at which paper burns. 
In his novel, fire chief Captain Beatty explains the origins of the book 
burnings:' 


(): Wednesday December 28th, print-on-demand publisher Lu- 


“It didn’t come from the Government down. There was no dictum, no 
declaration, no censorship, to start with, no! Technology, mass exploi- 
tation, and minority pressure carried the trick, thank God.” 


In today’s global economy, once-ironclad freedoms guaranteed by the First 
Amendment to the Constitution of the United States prohibiting laws 
which abridge freedom of speech or of the press apparently carry little 
weight. Lulu.com, an American company headquartered in Raleigh, North 
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Contemporary bookburners have a long legacy preceding them of 
individuals and regimes who attempted to limit intellectual freedom. Here 
National Socialists are seen burning books deemed to oppose their 
ideology (11 May 1933) Bundesarchiv, Bild 102-14597 / Unknown / CC- 
BY-SA [CC-BY-SA-3.0-de (www.creativecommons.org/licenses/by- 
sa/3.0/de/deed.en)], via Wikimedia Commons 


Carolina, quickly sacrificed such freedoms on the altar of economic global- 
ism. While Americans saw freedom of expression erode during the period 
of ‘political correctness’ ushered in throughout the 1990s, today’s impulse 
not to “offend” has resulted in the censorship of thought and ideas that may 
be objectionable to one minority or another. Again, in the words of Captain 
Beatty: 


“Colored people don’t like Little Black Sambo. Burn it. White people 
don’t feel good about Uncle Tom’s Cabin. Burn it.” 


Bookburning unfortunately was not simply a fantastic idea of a science- 
fiction author. The history of bookburning dates back at least to the third 
century BC when China’s Qin Dynasty burned books to suppress heretical 
views.’ Many people think of the medieval period in Europe when many 
religious texts were burned from the Talmud to Tyndale’s English lan- 
guage New Testament to Martin Luther’s German translation of the Bible. 
In the years when such texts were meticulously scribed by hand, such burn- 
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ings were quite effective in their impact. In more recent times, the German 
National Socialists burned many thousands of works deemed to be in op- 
position to Nazi ideology. 

Today, some of the books most impacted by censorship and would-be 
“firemen” are revisionist titles. While organizations like the American Li- 
brary Association are quick to complain about public burnings of best- 
sellers including J.K. Rowling’s Harry Potter series, they refuse to even 
mention the burning of revisionist titles.* 

One example of the burning of a revisionist title occurred in early 1995. 
After receiving several complaints from unspecified sources, a German 
publisher ordered the “recycling” of all existing copies of John Sack’s An 
Eye for an Eye. Sack’s book reported Jewish revenge against the Germans 
after World War II. Citing information from Germany’s Federal Archives, 
Sack maintained that 60,000 to 80,000 ethnic Germans were killed or oth- 
erwise made to die between 1945 and 1948 in camps run by the Polish 
communist regime’s Office of State Security.° Controllers of the German 
cultural establishment launched a bitter assault. Reviewers denounced it as 
a sensationalist, “vile docudrama” and a “gift to neo-Nazis.” Soon, the 
book’s publisher found itself deluged with complaints. Publisher Viktor 
Niemann ultimately ordered all 6,000 copies of the German edition to be 
destroyed. On February 13, 1995 he announced, “They will be recycled.” © 

In 1996, St. Martin’s Press decided to publish David Irving’s biography 
of Hitler’s propaganda minister, Joseph Goebbels. Soon St. Martin’s Press 
would receive dozens of complaints. St. Martin’s Press publisher Thomas 
Dunne issued the following angry statement: 


“A number of the calls we have received have expressed fury that we 
would publish a book by ‘a man like David Irving’ and have questioned 
our moral right to do so. I can only say that Joseph Goebbels must be 
laughing in hell. He, after all, was the man who loved nothing better 
than burning books, threatening publishers, suppressing ideas and 
judging the merits of ideas based not on their content but by their au- 
thor’s racial, ethnic or political purity. That is indeed a sad irony.”’ 


Shadowy forces continued their campaign to ban the book. Initially, St. 
Martin’s editors stood by their decision and insisted they found nothing 
wrong with Irving’s book. The pressure increased — now including death 
threats. Finally, Thomas McCormack, Chief Executive Officer of St. Mar- 
tin’s, gave in and reversed the company’s earlier position. St. Martin’s 
would not publish Goebbels: Mastermind of the Third Reich.’ 


14 VOLUME 4, NUMBER I 


One of the last books written by revisionist pioneer James J. Martin was 
An American Adventure in Bookburning in the Style of 1918. Here Martin, 
who coined the term “inconvenient history,” recounted how in late August 
1918 President Woodrow Wilson’s Secretary of War Newton Diehl Baker 
issued a directive ordering the removal from U.S. Army camp libraries of 
31 publications that had been classified as “undesirable.”® Included in this 
slender volume is Martin’s article, “A Beginner’s Manual for Apprentice 
Book Burners.” Martin’s satirical manual is a bibliographic record of 
works with unorthodox or unpopular viewpoints. He introduces for exam- 
ple a list of World War Two revisionist titles as follows:° 


“On the world events of 1933-47, your opinions were probably frozen 
into their current shape by the accounts of the virgin purity of the inten- 
tions and actions of the winners and the necessity and wisdom of every- 
thing done by them.” 


Today, our bookburning is not in the style of 1918. It is not in the style of 
the twentieth century or earlier times at all. The technological advances of 
the 21st century have enriched our lives with almost unlimited possibilities. 
While the speed-of-light exchange of information may be used to topple 
totalitarian regimes and be used effectively to bring new light and free- 
doms to countries and nations that have only known the darkness of cen- 
sorship and dictatorship, it has also empowered those who seek to silence 
all dissent and limit intellectual freedom and debate. 

Today it is clear that Bradbury was correct that official government 
censorship is not needed to burn books. Technology and minority pressure 
will do the trick. Bradbury was wrong after all about the need for firemen. 
Bookburning will occur without smoke or fire at all. It will be done by re- 
moving content from the Internet. It will be done before the actual book is 
printed. It will be done without even a cry or a whimper from the so-called 
defenders of free speech. 

For the books that are burned will only be those that are objectionable — 
or shall I say, inconvenient. 

As a result of the apprentice bookburners and their efforts to burn two 
annual editions of Inconvenient History, we have decided to dedicate this 
Spring issue to the topic of Freedom of Speech. Make no mistake, those 
who side with the censors and the bookburners stand against intellectual 
freedom and liberty. Regardless of their motives, they are no different than 
the most repressive regimes and individuals in history who believe that 
they know better than you. As such, we have several important contribu- 
tions. First, we are proud to present Germar Rudolf’s “Resistance Is Obli- 
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gation” a gripping account of his persecution for refusing to recant his sci- 
entific convictions. Dan McGowan recounts the story of his personal run-in 
with defamation on an American college campus. Jett Rucker describes 
one possible outcome of what he calls “reputational terrorism.” We are 
also pleased to present Rich Siegel’s timely commentary on the Palestini- 
ans as anything but an “invented” people. Thomas Dalton provides an in- 
teresting first-person look at the Treblinka concentration camp as it stands 
today in his “Postcard from Treblinka.” Klaus Schwensen returns this issue 
with a detailed consideration of early revisionist Stephen F. Pinter. Finally 
Ezra MacVie is back with a fascinating look at Gilad Atzmon’s The Wan- 
dering Who: A Study of Jewish Identity Politics. 

If you stand with us against the apprentice bookburners, please support 
our work. 


Notes 
' Ray Bradbury, Fahrenheit 451, Ballantine Books, New York, 1996, p. 58. 


2 Ibid. p. 59. See also my article, “Problems Warned about in ‘Fahrenheit 451’ 

Threaten Today’s Word” published in Katie de Koster, editor, Readings on 

Fahrenheit 451, Greenhaven Press, Inc. San Diego, Cal., 2000. Available on- 

line as, “Fahrenheit 451 Trends Threaten Intellectual Freedom” at 

https://codoh.com/library/document/how-fahrenheit-45 1-trends-threaten- 

intellectual/ 

Online: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Book_burning 

On several occasions, this author has provided the ALA with details of the cen- 

sorship and burning of revisionist books. To this day, they have never respond- 

ed, nor have they made mention of such events on their website. See “Banned 

Books and Unmentionable Books: The Hypocrisy of the American Library As- 

sociation” online: https://codoh.com/library/document/banned-books-and- 

unmentionable-books/ 

This author met the late John Sack, who was himself Jewish, at David Irving’s 

first Real History Conference. 

“Book Detailing Jewish Crimes against Germans Banned,” Journal of Histori- 

cal Review, Vol. 15, No. 1, Jan/Feb 1995, p. 28. See also: “German Publisher 

Drops Book on Postwar Camps for Nazis,” The New York Times, February 16, 

1995. The book, An Eye for an Eye: The Untold Story of Jewish Revenge 

against Germans in 1945, was published in the United States in 1993 by Basic 

Books of New York, a division of the publishing firm of HarperCollins. 

7 “St. Martin’s Cancels Book on Goebbels,” The New York Times, April 5, 1996, 
p. D4. 

8 James J. Martin, An American Adventure in Bookburning in the Style of 1918, 
Ralph Myles Publisher, Colorado Springs, Colo., 1988, p. 7. 

° Ibid, p. 129. 
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PAPERS 


Resistance Is Obligatory 
Germar Rudolf 


He who argues that peaceful dissidents on historical issues should be 
deprived of their civil rights for their diverging views, that is: incarcer- 
ated, is — if given the power to implement his intentions — nothing else 
but a tyrant (if enacting laws to support his oppressive deeds) or a ter- 
rorist (if acting outside the law). 


I. A Peaceful Dissident’s Ordeal 


Imagine that you are a scientist who has summarized the results of fifteen 
years of research in a book — and that shortly after publishing this book you 
are arrested and thrown into prison exactly for this. Imagine further that 
you are aware with incontrovertible certainty that in the scheduled trial you 
and your defense attorneys will be forbidden, under threat of prosecution, 
to prove any factual claims made in that book; that all other motions to in- 
troduce supporting evidence will be rejected as well; that all the courts up 
to the highest appellate will support such conduct; that only a very few of 
your research colleagues will dare to confirm the legitimacy and quality of 
your book because they fear similar persecution; but that the efforts of 
these few colleagues will be in vain as well; and finally that the news me- 
dia, the so-called “guardians of freedom of speech,” will join the prosecu- 
tion in demanding your merciless punishment. In such a situation as this, 
how would you “defend” yourself in court? 

This is precisely the Kafkaesque situation in which I found myself at 
the end of 2005 after having been abruptly and violently separated from 
my wife and child by U.S. Immigration authorities in Chicago,' deported to 
Germany and immediately thrown into jail to await trial, on account of my 
book Lectures on the Holocaust, which I had published in the summer of 
2005, and for Web pages promoting this and other similar books. This was 
no plot against me personally, though, because this is the same situation 
everyone faces who clashes with Germany’s law penalizing the “denial of 
the Holocaust.” The situation is similar in many other nations, most of 
them in Europe. 
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Various defense attorneys unanimously assured me that all defense was 
doomed in principle and that I would have to reckon with a prison sentence 
close to the maximum term (five years). Other attorneys advised me to re- 
cant my political views and feign remorse and contrition, which might gain 
me the clemency of the Court. 

Renouncing my scientific convictions was not an acceptable option for 
me, though. A defense based on the facts of the case was impossible, and if 
attempted regardless, it merely would have exacerbated my situation, be- 
cause in trying to prove that my views are correct, I would have repeated 
once more the very crime of violating state dogma for which I was on trial 
in the first place. 

But even if such an approach had been possible, I still would have re- 
jected it, because I am firmly convinced that no court has the right to pass 
binding judgment on matters of scientific controversy. It is therefore an 
impermissible concession to allow a court of law to pass judgment on the 
correctness of scientific theses — here about history — in the first place. 
Every such motion to introduce evidence is already a crime against sci- 
ence, because it undermines its independence from the judiciary. 

Thus, I decided quite early to treat the upcoming trial as an opportunity 
to document the Kafkaesque legal conditions now prevailing in the Federal 
Republic of Germany in order to write a book about it after the trial was 
over. For this reason, I wanted to make a thorough statement about the 
governing legal situation at the beginning of the main proceedings. After a 
biographical introduction, I explained the actual nature of science as such 
and its significance for human society. This was followed by a depiction of 
the Kafkaesque situation prevailing in German court trials today, whose 
mission is to suppress opinions that are a thorn in the side of the power 
elite. After analyzing today’s practice, which violates all our human and 
constitutional rights, I posed the explosive question of the extent to which I 
as a citizen of this State have the right and even the duty to resist such in- 
justice. 

Subsequently my seven-day presentation in court turned itself into a 
Lecture, this time on the principles of science and on the destruction of 
freedom of opinion in Germany. 

At the end I did receive a prison sentence of 30 months, which is only 
half of what had been augured by the lawyers, and that in spite of publicly 
re-affirming my right to express my revisionist views and in spite of call- 
ing for resistance against the German authorities. 

Here I would like to give a condensed excerpt of my courtroom lec- 
tures, a complete version of which with ample documentation is forthcom- 
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ing.2 In section VIII, I will add a few observations on my experiences in 
prison, which are not included in said upcoming book. 


II. Defense Strategy 


I began my courtroom lectures with a few general remarks about my de- 
fense strategy, which, in a way, were a declaration of war to the German 
authorities. I stated: 


1. During my defense, statements about historical subjects will be made 
by me only in order: 

a. to explain and illustrate my personal development; 

b. to illustrate by examples the criteria of the nature of science; 

c. to place the District Attorney’s charges regarding my statements in a 
larger context. 

2. These statements are not made in order to buttress my historical opinions 
with facts. 

3. I will not file motions asking the Court to consider my historical theses — 
for the following reasons: 

a. Political: German courts are forbidden by orders from higher up to 
accept such motions to introduce evidence, as is stated in Article 97 
of the German Basic Law: * “Judges are independent and subject on- 
ly to the Law.” Please pardon my sarcasm. 

b. Opportunistic: Item a) above does not prohibit me from submitting 
motions to introduce evidence. However, since they would all be re- 
jected, it would all be an effort in futility. We should all spare our- 
selves this waste of time and energy. 

c. Reciprocal: Since present law denies me the right to defend myself 
historically and factually, I in turn am denying my accusers the right 
to charge me historically and factually on the basis of the maxim of 
equality and reciprocity. Thus, I consider the prosecution’s historical 
allegations to be non-existent. 

d. Juridical: In 1543, Nicolaus Copernicus * 


“If perchance there should be foolish speakers who, together with 
those ignorant of all mathematics, will take it upon themselves to de- 
cide concerning these things, and because of some place in the 
Scriptures wickedly distorted to their purpose, should dare to assail 
this my work, they are of no importance to me, to such an extent do I 
despise their judgment as rash.” 
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No court in the world has the right 
or the competence to authorita- 
tively decide scientific questions. 
No parliament in the world has 
the right to use penal law to dog- 
matically prescribe answers to 
scientific questions. Thus, it 
would be absurd for me as a sci- 
ence publisher to ask a court of 
law to determine the validity of 
the works I have published. Only 
the scientific community is com- 
petent and entitled to do this. 


Ill. Dignity 
One hideous feature of German ides = 
legal standards is that, when it Nicolaus Copernicus (19 February 


comes to “the Holocaust,” it pits 1473 -— 24 May 1543) was a 
human dignity against the right to Renaissance astronomer and the 
search for the truth. According to first person to formulate a 
this “logic,” the human dignity of comprehensive heliocentric 


cosmology which displaced the Earth 
from the center of the 
universe. Public domain, via 
Wikimedia Commons 


all Jews — those who suffered 
back then and those who live to- 
day — depends on everyone ac- 
cepting the orthodox Holocaust 
narrative. And since the protection 
of human dignity is the first and most important article in the German con- 
stitution, this has priority over everything else. 

What I pointed out first in court was the fact that denying us the search 
for the truth is an even more serious violation of human dignity than deny- 
ing the Jews a certain narrative of a detail of their history. After all: what 
sets us humans apart from bacteria and insects? Isn’t it the capacity to 
doubt our senses and to systematically search for the reality behind the 
mere semblance? To bolster my case, I quoted several famous personalities 
of western culture, such as Socrates, who observed:* 


“The unexamined life is not worth living.” 
Aristotle was expressing the same thought when he observed:° 


, 


“All men by nature desire to know.’ 
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*1...| for men, therefore, the life according to reason is best and 


pleasantest, since reason more than anything else is men.”” 


Konrad Lorenz described human curiosity, that is, the will to learn the 
truth, with these words:° 


“There exist inborn behavioral systems that are equivalent to human 
rights whose suppression can lead to serious mental disturbances.” 


The philosopher Karl R. Popper described the difference between us hu- 
mans and animals as follows:° 


“the main difference between Einstein and an amoeba [...| is that Ein- 
stein consciously seeks for error elimination. He tries to kill his theo- 
ries: he is consciously critical of his theories which, for this reason, he 
tries to formulate sharply rather than vaguely. But the amoeba cannot 
be critical because it cannot face its hypotheses: they are part of it. 
(Only objective knowledge is criticizable. Subjective knowledge be- 
comes criticizable when we say what we think; and even more so when 
we write it down, or print it.)” 


Skepticism and curiosity, doubting one’s senses and theories and looking 
deeper in search for the truth, is therefore what brought us down from the 
trees and out of the caves. They are what made us what we are and what 
sets us apart from animals. Hence the rights to doubt and to search for the 
truth are not negotiable. It is therefore perfidious when the State pits free- 
dom of science against human dignity, when in fact they are inseparable. 
We all are entitled by nature to seek the truth and announce what we think 
we have found. We do not need any official permission for this. 


IV. Enlightenment 


When it comes to the Holocaust, the most important values of western civi- 
lization are turned upside down. To prove this, I quoted philosopher Im- 
manuel Kant’s classic definition of enlightenment:! 


“Enlightenment is man’s leaving his self-caused immaturity. Immaturity 
is the incapacity to use one’s intelligence without the guidance of an- 
other. Such immaturity is self-caused, if it is not caused by lack of intel- 
ligence, but by lack of determination and courage to use one’s intelli- 
gence without being guided by another. Sapere Aude! [dare to know] 
Have the courage to use your own intelligence! is therefore the motto of 
the enlightenment.” 


INCONVENIENT HISTORY 21 


Yet when it comes to the “Holocaust,” most governments discourage us 
from using our own intelligence. Some of them even threaten us with pros- 
ecution, and they insist that we follow the guidance of others. Karl Popper 
characterized a society where the authorities enforce a “state belief’ and 
impose taboos as a closed, dogmatic, archaic society. '' The modern, open 
society, in contrast, encourages criticism of traditional dogmas. In fact, this 
is its foremost hallmark. 

Hence, dogma and criticism stand opposed to each other as antipodes. 
In our case, this is the State opposed to revisionism; or in other words the 
Enemies of Science on one hand versus Science on the other: 

— Dogma vs. Critique 

— State vs. Revisionism 

— Enemies of Science vs. Science 
For the scientist, however, dogmas and taboos are strictly unacceptable. 


V. Science 


The two non-negotiable main pillars of any scientific endeavor are: 

1. Freedom of Hypothesis: At the beginning of the quest for creating 
knowledge any question may be asked. Doubt as the intellectual basis of all 
humans can be expressed as a simple question: “Is this really true?” Thus 
curiosity is nothing other than reason posing questions in search of an- 
swers. 

2. Undetermined Outcome: The answers to research questions can be 
determined exclusively by verifiable evidence. They cannot be determined 
by taboos or official guidelines laid down by scientific, societal, religious, 
political, judicial or other authorities. 

If answers to scientific questions are prescribed, then posing questions 
is degraded to a mere rhetorical farce, and science becomes impossible. 
This is therefore not just an undermining of the essential nature of science, 
but its complete abolition. 

I therefore told the German court: 


“As a scientist and science publisher, it is my duty to actively combat 
the gutting of the pillars of science by promoting such doubt, skepti- 
cism, and critiques, and by providing them a venue.” 
Next, I presented a thorough discussion about the nature of science and 
how to determine whether a paper or book is scholarly/scientific in nature, 
relying mainly on the works by my favorite philosopher and epistemologist 
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Karl. R. Popper.'* I will spare the reader the details of this discussion and 
will merely reproduce the summary here: 


What Is Science? 


— There are no (final) judgments, but rather always only more or less reli- 
able (preliminary) pre-judgments. 

— The reasons, that is to say the evidence, for our pre-judgments must be 
testable/verifiable as well as possible. 

— We must both actively and passively test and criticize: 

— Test and criticize pre-judgments and reasons of others. 

— Invite others to test and criticize our pre-judgments and welcome this 
activity. This includes the duty to publish one’s findings in order to 
enable others to critique them. 

— We must address the tests and critiques of others and test and criticize 
them in turn. This also means that one should not back down too fast 
in the face of criticism. 

— We have to avoid immunizing our pre-judgments: 

— Avoid creating auxiliary theories designed to prop up an untenable or 
awkward main hypothesis. 

— Select data only according to objective criteria, using the technique of 
source criticism. 

— Use exact, consistent and constant definitions of terms. 

— Avoid attacks on persons as substitute for factual arguments. 


The motivation of my lengthy elaborations to define the nature of science 
is that the mainstream disparages revisionist works as merely “pseudo- 
scientific,” i.e., false science. After having defined the formal characteris- 
tics of scientific works, I then juxtaposed several cases of orthodox schol- 
arship clearly bearing the hallmarks of “pseudo-science” with revisionist 
works which meet the definition of scientific works much better. 

I restrict myself here to summarizing only one case presented to the 
court, which deals with the arbitrary selection and elimination of data. It 
concerns a Polish attempt’ at refuting revisionist claims based on the re- 
sults of chemical analyses of wall samples taken at Auschwitz by Fred 
Leuchter'? and by myself.'° The problem the Poles had to overcome was 
that the analytical results as such were undeniably true and reproducible. 
What they subsequently did amounted to a scientific fraud: They chose a 
different analytical method which simply eliminated all the unwanted data 
— with the “reason” given that they didn’t understand the issues at hand. If 
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that was really the case, however, then they should not have gotten in- 
volved in the first place and should have left the field to those who do un- 
derstand what they are doing."” 


VI. The Law 


It was Frederick the Great, King of Prussia, who once stated — and I quoted 
him in court as well for good reason:'* 


“A legal council which exercises injustices is more dangerous and 
worse than a gang of thieves; one can protect oneself against those, but 
nobody can protect himself against rogues who use the robes of justice 
to carry out their vicious passions; they are worse than the biggest 
scoundrels in the world and deserve double punishment.” 


I will not strain the Anglo-Saxon reader’s patience by reiterating my elabo- 
rations on the German justice system’s perversions to persecute peaceful 
dissidents. I will merely restrict myself to a summary of a comparison with 
which I introduced my legal observations in court. It is a juxtaposition of 
the conditions of the current German judicial system in general and when 
dealing with revisionists in particular with that of another country, whose 
identity I revealed only at the very end of this comparison: The Soviet Un- 
ion under Joseph Stalin. This comparison is based on the one hand on 
Alexandr Solzhenitsyn’s trilogy The Gulag Archipelago, in which he de- 
scribes his own experiences and those of others as political prisoners in 
Stalin’s Soviet Union.'” It is based on the other hand on my experiences 
with, and insights into, the German judicial system. 

The first parallel concerns the existence of special government units 
serving the prosecution of politically motivated “crimes,” which mostly 
refer to undesirable expressions of opinion. Stalin had his NKVD. In to- 
day’s Germany this role is fulfilled by the Police Department for State Pro- 
tection (Dezernat Staatsschutz), whose main focus is, statistically seen, on 
the prosecution of usually peaceful “thought crimes” committed by persons 
harboring right-wing views. 

Another astonishing parallel between Stalin’s judiciary and the current 
German system was described by Solzhenitsyn as follows: 


“Another very important thing about the courts today: there is no tape 
recorder, no stenographer, just a thick-fingered secretary with the lei- 
surely penmanship of an eighteenth-century schoolgirl, laboriously re- 
cording some part of the proceedings in the transcript. This record is 
not read out during the session, and no one is allowed to see it until the 
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judge has looked it over and approved it. Only what the judge confirms 
will remain on record, will have happened in court. While things that 
we have heard with our own ears vanish like smoke — they never hap- 
pened at all!” (vol. 3, p. 521) 


In today’s Germany the situation is even worse, since in proceedings be- 
fore District Courts, which handle “serious” offenses, no protocol is kept at 
all about who says what and when. Needless to say this opens the flood- 
gates to error and arbitrariness. And here is the perverted reason given by 
the German authorities why protocols are allegedly obsolete: Since one 
cannot appeal the decisions handed down by a District Court on matters of 
fact anyway, a protocol laying out the facts of the case is unnecessary. So 
here you have the core of the German judiciary: no appeal possible, hence 
no protocol. It has its internal logic and consistency, but doesn’t that sound 
more like a totalitarian banana republic? 

Another parallel is that defending yourself in front of such a court by 
trying to argue that you are right will merely exacerbate your situation, as 
Solzhenitsyn wrote: 


“Even if you were to speak in your own defense with the eloquence of 
Demosthenes [© ...] it would not help you in the slightest. All you could 
do would be to increase your sentence [...].” (vol. 1, p. 294) 


That’s what happened to Ernst Ziindel in Germany, whose lawyers fero- 
ciously defended his right to speak his mind, as a result of which Ziindel 
got the maximum sentence for being recalcitrant. Plus his lawyers got in- 
dicted too, which is another parallel to Uncle Joe’s Soviet paradise, as Sol- 
zhenitsyn reported: 


”The tribunal roared out a threat to_arrest [...| the principal defense 
lawyer [...]” (vol. 1, p. 350) 


As if prosecuting defense lawyers for their perfectly legitimate defense 
activities weren’t bad enough, here is how to top it off: threaten witnesses 
with prosecution, too, who dare to speak out for defendants on trial for 
“thought crimes,” or as Solzhenitsyn put it (ibid.): 


“And right then and there the tribunal actually ordered the imprison- 
ment of a witness, Professor Yegorov, [...|” 


That happened to me in 1994, when I was summoned by a defense lawyer 
in order to testify as an expert witness. When the Presiding Judge heard to 
what effect the defense wanted me to testify, he warned me succinctly that 
I would be liable to prosecution if testifying along the lines of the lawyer’s 
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motion. Of course, it never came to this, because, as Solzhenitsyn correctly 
observed: 


“Defense witnesses were not permitted to testify.” (vol. 1, p. 351) 


In Germany they are never allowed to testify, when it comes to revisionists 
on trial. And worse still: not only witnesses supporting the views of a revi- 
sionist defendant are rejected, but all kinds of evidence: witnesses, docu- 
ments, experts. Germany’s judiciary claims that everything about the Hol- 
ocaust is “self-evident,” thus requiring no proof at all. In fact, they go so 
far as to indict anyone who merely dares to file a motion to introduce such 
evidence, be he a defendant or a defense lawyer. Yes, Germany has made it 
illegal to move for the introduction of exonerating evidence! Not even Sta- 
lin had such an ingenious tool in his repertoire of repression! This way the 
German judiciary manages to eliminate all unwanted data from the record 
— not that there is much ofa record to begin with... 

Although there are more parallels I quoted during my courtroom lec- 
tures, I will leave it at that here, as the message I want to convey is proba- 
bly clear. 

It goes without saying that there are also important differences between 
the Soviet and the current German systems of justice: torture does not exist 
in German prisons, and I am very grateful for that — although it is quite 
ironic to read in Solzhenitsyn’s work that a Soviet prosecutor once stated: 


“For us [Soviets...] the concept of torture inheres in the very fact of 
holding political prisoners in prison...” (vol. 1, p. 331) 


With that he referred to the methods of the Tzarist regime, not to his own 
system’s abuses, just as Germany criticizes the offenses against justice of 
others (like Iran or China), yet ignores the trampling of justice in its own 
courts. 

When I revealed at the end of this comparison with which system I had 
compared the German system, the judges were visibly shaken. Maybe they 
realized that something about the system they are a part of is indeed fishy? 

I continued my presentation with a definition of a political prisoner and 
the subsequent proof that we revisionists are a perfect match. Here are the 
ten criteria I listed, and I explained and proffered evidence that all these 
points are seen in the cases of prominent revisionists: 


1. We are dealing with peaceful dissent, peacefully presented; with 
“peaceful” I mean that no justification or advocation of violations of the 
civil rights of others occurs. 

2. The prosecuted offense is not punishable in the vast majority of nations. 

3. The dissident is supported by civil rights organizations. 
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4. The dissident receives statements of solidarity from strangers (corre- 
spondence, visits, interventions at authorities, demonstrations). 

5. The government attempts to suppress such statements of solidarity. 

6. Prominent individuals make statements of solidarity. 

7. Statements of solidarity or criticism against prosecution are published 
by media & politicians, especially abroad. 

8. The dissident’s rights to a defense are restricted. 

9. The persecuting nation refuses to recognize political prisoners as such 
despite the above features. 

10.Dissidents receive worse treatment than regular inmates. 


The last point results from the fact that the prison authorities expect that we 
revisionists recant and cease all contacts with like-minded persons. Since 
most of us refuse to do this, the consequences are harsh: no early release on 
parole, no reliefs in our prison regimen. Needless to say, the same authori- 
ties do not expect a drug dealer, for example, to recant his views on drugs 
nor to cease any contact with his pals and clients. Views, opinions and so- 
cial contacts are simply not of any interest when it comes to “normal” 
criminals. Hence dissidents in Germany are subjected to a special treat- 
ment. This is not only meant to mentally “heal” the thought criminal, but 
also to deter others from dissenting. In legalese, deterring the general popu- 
lace from committing a crime is called “general -prevention.” According to 
Solzhenitsyn, imprisoning dissidents in the late Soviet Union was a meas- 
ure of “social prophylaxis” (vol. 1, p. 42), which probably amounts to the 
same thing. 

Ironically, I had committed the “thought crimes” for which I was im- 
prisoned in Germany in countries where these acts had been and still are 
perfectly legal: the U.S. and the UK. Germany simply claims the right to 
prosecute dissent anywhere in the world, if their dissenting voices violate 
German law and could he heard or read in Germany. In the Internet era, 
this basically amounts to prosecuting anybody, anywhere, at any time, if 
only the German authorities can get their hands on the dissident. 

For anyone not residing in Germany or any other persecuting nation, the 
question is: what law should one abide by to stay out of trouble? I don’t 
think there is a satisfactory answer to this question. I’ve therefore decided 
to abide by a higher, uncodified law, which was summarized succinctly by 
Immanuel Kant in his Categorical Imperative:”! 


“Act only according to that maxim whereby you can at the same time 
will that it should become a universal law.” 
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If we apply this to the present case, we will see immediately that the legal 
concepts of “stirring up the people” and “endangering the public peace,” as 
listed in the German law used to prosecute revisionists, are untenable, as 
they do not describe acts of a perpetrator but rather the effects it has on 
others. 

If an act justifies or advocates the violation of the civil rights of others, 
then this itself is the act that one might consider prosecutable. Whether this 
act has any other consequences, like disturbance of the public peace, 
should be an aggravating circumstance at worst. In fact, many scenarios 
can be imagined where a perfectly peaceful opinion could wreak havoc in a 
society which considers such an opinion to be heretical or blasphemous. 
The history of mankind is full of innocent, peaceful individuals who were 
persecuted because they upset certain, usually powerful, parts of the popu- 
lace: Socrates, Jesus Christ, Martin Luther, Galileo Galilei, Mahatma Gan- 
dhi. Or take the founding fathers of the U.S. constitution: Did they not dis- 
turb the public peace, stir up the populace, and commit sedition? 

In all these cases it was not the dissident causing havoc, but it was the 
mindset of the people in their environment and the way they reacted to the 
dissent. Luther neither advocated the Church to be split in two nor did he 
ask for the Peasants’ War or the Thirty Years War, yet they all ensued as a 
repercussion. Was Luther responsible for all this? No he was not. The so- 
cial, political and economic injustices of the time were the cause. So 
where and how do we draw the line when it comes to punishing disturbers 
of the “public peace’? 

Let me give one more example to make even the most hardcore anti- 
fascist agree that concepts like “disturbing the public peace” belong in the 
dustbin of history: During the Third Reich the German Catholic priest 
Rubert Mayer was publicly indicted because with his sermons he had “re- 
peatedly made public, inciting statements” and because he had discussed 
matters of the state “in a way capable of endangering public peace.”’* He 
was subsequently imprisoned at Sachsenhausen concentration camp for 
seven months. Compare this with the multi-year prison terms revisionists 
get nowadays in “democratic” Germany! 

Although I argued during my defense lecture that the German law I was 
prosecuted under was unconstitutional, this is of little relevance for people 
acting within other legal frameworks. What is more important is a univer- 
sal, holistic approach to the issue of how to react to authorities persecuting 
peaceful dissidents, no matter what legal trappings they wrap around it. 
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VII. Resistance 


Karl R. Popper wrote in his classic work The Open Society and Its Ene- 
mies:** 


“those who are not prepared to fight for their freedom will lose it.” 


The tragedy is that the enemy threatening our freedom is the very entity — 
the State — whose “fundamental purpose [is...] the protection of that free- 
dom which does not harm other citizens.””* 

So, what are we to do as generally law-abiding citizens, when the law 
itself has become fundamentally unjust? The answer was given some 160 
years ago by Henry David Thoreau in his classic essay “Civil Disobedi- 


ence’: 


“Unjust laws exist: shall we be content to obey them, or shall we en- 
deavor to amend them, and obey them until we have succeeded, or shall 
we transgress them at once? Men generally, under such a [democratic] 
government as this, think that they ought to wait until they have per- 
suaded the majority to alter them. They think that, if they should resist, 
the remedy would be worse than the evil. But it is the fault of the gov- 
ernment itself that the remedy is worse than the evil. It makes it worse. 
Why is it not more apt to anticipate and provide for reform? [...] Why 
does it always crucify Christ, and excommunicate Copernicus and Lu- 
ther, and pronounce Washington and Franklin rebels? [...] 

A minority is powerless while it conforms to the majority; [...] but it is 
irresistible when it clogs by its whole weight. If the alternative is to 
keep all just men in prison, or give up war and slavery, the State will 
not hesitate which to choose. [...] 

Under a government which imprisons any unjustly, the true place for a 
just man is also in prison.” 


So if you are a true fighter for freedom of speech and haven’t been in pris- 
on yet, you’ve done something wrong! Or you were just plain lucky. 
This essay by Thoreau inspired Mahatma Gandhi, from whose writings 
I quote some pivotal sentences which, in turn, were an inspiration for me 
during my time in prison:”° 
“So long as the superstition that men should obey unjust laws exists, so 
long will their slavery exist.” 
“Democracy is not a state in which people act like sheep. Under de- 
mocracy individual liberty of opinion and action is jealously guard- 
ed.””" 


INCONVENIENT HISTORY 29 


“In other words, the true democrat is he who with purely non-violent 
means defends his liberty and therefore his country’s and ultimately 
that of the whole of mankind. ’”® 

“I wish I could persuade everybody that civil disobedience is the inher- 
ent right of a citizen. He dare not give it up without ceasing to be a 
man. [...] But to put down civil disobedience is to attempt to imprison 
conscience. [...] Civil disobedience, therefore, becomes a sacred duty 
when the State has become lawless, or which is the same thing, corrupt. 
[...] It is a birthright that cannot be surrendered without surrender of 
one’s self-respect.””° 


But when exactly and how is a minority in a constitutional democracy un- 
der the (claimed) rule of law allowed to resist its government? In my de- 
fense speech I elaborated on this by quoting numerous experts, most Ger- 
man, on the topic. In summary, most experts agree that civil disobedience 
against a government, that is to say peaceful disregard of the law, is per- 
missible only if the government’s violation against which the protest is 
directed affects valid constitutional principles or general principles of hu- 
man rights. This also means that the protesters may ignore or violate only 
those laws against which the protest is directed. In other words, the pro- 
testers may not set their private views as absolute, and they are not allowed 
to violate other laws, which are generally accepted even by them. Hence 
violent protests are unacceptable. 

This is what we revisionists should insist upon: The right to doubt and 
to peacefully dissent on any topic is an integral, inalienable part of our hu- 
man condition, and thus of our human rights, whether it is enshrined in our 
country’s constitution or not. Any government enacting laws or regulations 
infringing on that right must be resisted with peaceful means by conscious- 
ly and deliberately violating the law which violates our human dignity. 

And that is exactly what I told the German court in 2007. 

Curiously enough, the German constitution even grants all German citi- 
zens the right to resist their government. In article 20, paragraph 4, of the 
German Basic Law it says: 


“All Germans have the right to resist against everyone who endeavors 
to remove this [constitutional democratic] order, if no other remedy is 


d 


possible.’ 


The question is, of course, at what point it is permitted to invoke this right? 
Do we have to wait until the government has turned into an outright tyran- 
ny, or should we be allowed to put our foot down at the outset of govern- 
ment excesses? Since it is always easier to resist the onset of governmental 
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abuse rather than to wait until resistance has become mortally dangerous 
for the resister, the wise answer to that question ought to be obvious. 

Let me quote Germany’s highest authority on this question: Prof. Dr. 
Roman Herzog, former President of the German Federal Constitutional 
High Court and later President of the Federal Republic of Germany. He 
stated repeatedly that “from time immemorial there has been a right to re- 
sist by those violated and a right to emergency relief for all citizens” in 
case of encroachments on human dignity and on the human rights.*” Ac- 
cording to Herzog, each article in Germany’s constitution — the statutory 
civil rights also among them — is, 


“viewed by daylight, [...] nothing else but the specific elaboration on a 

fundamental principle of the constitutional nature of the state, so that 
assaults on almost any individual article at once touch upon the princi- 
ples of Art. 20 of the Basic Law [the right to resist]. ”*! 


Since it is the primary obligation of the State to protect the dignity of its 
subjects, it is in turn also the primary right of all human beings to resist 
encroachments of the State on human dignity.** 

This closes the circle of my argumentation, at the beginning of which I 
demonstrated that the right to doubt, to search for the truth, and to com- 
municate the results of this activity is simply constitutional for being hu- 
man, hence for human dignity as such. 

Hence, resistance is obligatory! 


VUI. Prison 


Between the years 1993 and 2011 I had, in a certain way, a Jewish experi- 
ence: I was persecuted by my own government, saw my career chances 
destroyed, fled from one country to another in an attempt to avoid incar- 
ceration, but eventually I was caught and deported. I subsequently spent 
many years in a number of detention facilities: Rottenburg, Stuttgart, Hei- 
delberg, Mannheim, and again Rottenburg. In those prisons I had to do 
work in order to pay for the costs I was causing the German prison system 
(forced labor, anyone?). After being released, I eventually, after an agoniz- 
ingly long legal struggle, managed to emigrate for good from the country 
of my birth. 

However, I am also very fortunate that in many ways my experience 
was much more benign than what many Jews had to experience during 
World War II: the detention conditions were rather favorable, my family 
was left unharmed, my health uncompromised, my spirit unbroken, and my 
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property untouched (except maybe for a quarter million dollars in lawyer 
bills that accumulated over these 18 years). 

“So, what is it like in prison?” people ask me once in a while. On the 
one hand I recommend that you better not find out. But then again, maybe 
you should. Although not a nice one, it still is a part of the human condi- 
tion. 

Being arrested and thrown into jail is traumatic. The first weeks and 
months are the worst. But humans are creatures of habit, and so you adjust 
to your life’s circumstances even in such a dismal environment. You find a 
way to organize your day, to focus on some activities which you enjoy and 
which make time pass: you write letters, draw pictures, sing songs (Karao- 
ke-style, for the most part...), and you join many of the recreational activi- 
ties offered: volleyball, working out, Bible studies, discussion groups, 
church choir, prison band (yes, we had jailhouse rock, and it rocked!). And, 
needless to say, you play games with fellow inmates and also work out in 
your cell: push-ups, sit-ups, pull-ups at the toilet curtain rail, and other ex- 
ercises with self-made “weights” (I had ten one-liter milk cartons placed in 
an undershirt knotted shut at the bottom; worked nicely). 

You even make friends, sort of. Not ones you keep once you are out, 
but every prison is a tiny world with all the social dynamics you have out- 
side as well. So, even though you initially thought you could never adjust 
to it, eventually you settle in. You have your time well organized and even 
feel kind of comfy in your little nook that you’ve carved out for yourself. 

It comes to the point where, after having been out of your cell for a 
number of hours partaking in some activities, you mumble to yourself: 
“T’m tired, I want to go home” — by which you mean your cell... Makes 
you worry, doesn’t it? Yet making yourself feel at home even in such a 
gloomy place is the art of living, is the way to limit emotional damage. 

And then, for whatever reason, you are transferred to another jail. 
That’s bad news. You can read it frequently in survivor testimonies: You 
get ripped out of your routine. You lose all the informal privileges you’ve 
won, all the friends you’ve made. You get to a place where you know no- 
body. You need to start from scratch organizing yourself and your daily 
routine: how to get the food you prefer, how to join the recreational groups 
you like, and so on. Hence every transfer is a new traumatic experience. 

I therefore understand today why prisoners who had been at Auschwitz 
for a while and had managed to carve out a little niche for themselves 
feared being transferred to another camp — provided of course there was 
no extermination going on at Auschwitz. 
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But all the adjusting notwithstanding, make no mistake: I stood for 
many hours behind those iron bars in my various prison cells longing to be 
able to finally go home, and during our courtyard time my eyes followed 
many an airplane in the sky flying west craving that Scotty might beam me 
up there... 

Which brings up another astounding fact of life: In Germany, every 
prisoner has the right to spend one hour a day in the courtyard, and I as- 
sume that the law is similar in most countries. Since that’s the only time 
the inmates can get out of their cells (apart from going to work and recrea- 
tional activities), most of them make the most of it. The result is that dur- 
ing summertime most inmates get quite a tan, which led my mother to ask 
me one day whether we have a tanning studio in prison. Well, no, but count 
the hours which you, as a free person, spend outside each day, and you will 
realize that a free person on average spends considerably less than an hour 
outside. So, statistically speaking, prison inmates are more often “out and 
about” than free people. Amazing, isn’t it? Well, I admit, maybe they are 
out, but not about... 

Nothing is worse than the feeling of losing a sizeable part of your life- 
time being locked up. So, you look for something which helps you feel that 
you’ve used your time for something constructive and of use in your later 
life. Hence, I obtained a Cambridge Certificate in Advanced English, 
learned Spanish, and extended my English vocabulary by learning the 
words in Roget’s Thesaurus (one hour of word learning every day, reli- 
giously). I read as I’ve never read in my entire life. I subscribed to the 
weekly Science magazine and read it for three years from cover to cover, 
thus broadening my scientific knowledge in numerous fields considerably. 
I also read the works of classic and philosophical literature which I had 
never managed to look into while free: the ones I like (Aristotle, Kant, 
Popper, Tolstoy, Dickens, Schopenhauer, to name the most impressive) 
and the ones I learned to dislike (Dostoyevsky, Hegel, Hemingway). 

Now my wife calls me a walking thesaurus. Speaking of whom... she is 
a psychologist specializing in helping people who have been traumatized 
by their life’s experiences. So, she announced toward the end of my incar- 
ceration that she would take good care of me and help me to efface my 
emotional scars. But after my release she quickly realized that these 45 
months of incarceration had passed by me without leaving any apparent 
trace. I was still the same man she had lost back then, and so she fell in 
love with me all over again... 

Even though the authorities treated me worse than other inmates be- 
cause I did not recant my views and showed no signs of remorse — they 
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rebuked me repeatedly for spreading my views among the inmates — my lot 
was far better than that of the other inmates from a psychological point of 
view: being incarcerated did not tarnish my reputation, quite to the contra- 
ry. I wear it like a badge of honor, or as the German historian Prof. Dr. 
Ernst Nolte wrote to me in a letter after my release, I can now count myself 
among the men of honor who have gone to prison for reasons of con- 
science. Whereas most inmates lose most of their friends and often even 
the support of their families, my friends and family have stood firmly by 
me. Whereas most prisoners struggle financially and get in deep debt dur- 
ing their incarceration, as they lose their jobs and subsequently often also 
their homes and property, I was very fortunate to find so many generous 
supporters that not only my legal expenses were covered, but also the sup- 
port for my children. There were even some funds left over which I could 
use after my release to restart my life. 

Most important and in contrast to most inmates, political prisoners 
don’t lose their feeling of meaning; they feel neither guilty nor ashamed of 
what they have done. Or as David Cole expressed it once: We are loud, we 
are proud, and the best of all: we are right! 

This attitude, more than anything else, makes you wing even the tough- 
est of times, and it keeps you going afterwards as well, as the New York 
Times correctly observed in an article entitled “Why Freed Dissidents Pick 
Path of Most Resistance.” This article, which was fittingly published five 
weeks prior to my release from prison, describes how Arab dissidents who 
were incarcerated for their peaceful political views went right back to their 
acts of civil disobedience once released from prison.* As one of them ex- 
pressed it: 


“It is a matter not only of dignity, it is the sense of your life. It’s your 
choice of life, and if you give up, you will lose your sense of your life.” 


He said he had no choice but to go right back to where he had left off. 
Just like us revisionists! 


ok cK ok 


Resistance Is Obligatory may be purchased through The Barnes Review [or 
now through Armreg Ltd at https://armreg.co.uk/; GR). 


Notes 


' J will not dwell on my trials and tribulations with U.S. immigration authorities. 


My case is thoroughly documented online at www.germarrudolf.com. 
> G. Rudolf, Resistance Is Obligatory published privately, forthcoming. 
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Nikolaus Kopernikus, Uber die Kreisbewegungen der Weltkorper, Thorn 1879, 
p. 7; English.: Nicolaus Copernicus, On the Revolution of Heavenly Spheres, 
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N.H., 1917, p. 115; original: De revolutionibus orbium coelestium, 1543; from 
1616 to 1822 this book was “suspended” by the Catholic Church, which means 
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Ritual Defamation 
A Contemporary Academic Example 


Daniel McGowan 


he term ritual defamation was coined by Laird Wilcox to describe 

the destruction of the reputation of a person by unfair, wrongful, or 

malicious speech or publication. The defamation is in retaliation for 
opinions expressed by the victim, with the intention of silencing that per- 
son’s influence, and making an example of him so as to discourage similar 
“insensitivity” to subjects currently ruled as taboo. It is aggressive, orga- 
nized and skillfully applied, often by a representative of a special interest 
group, such as the ironically named Anti-Defamation League. 

Ritual defamation is not called “ritual” because it follows any pre- 
scribed religious or mystical doctrine, nor is it embraced in any particular 
document or scripture. Rather, it is ritualistic because it follows a predicta- 
ble, stereotyped pattern which embraces a number of elements, as in a ritu- 
al. 

Laird Wilcox enumerated eight basic elements of a ritual defamation:' 


“First, the victim must have violated a particular taboo, usually by ex- 
pressing or identifying with a forbidden attitude, opinion or belief. 
Second, the defamers condemn the character of the victim, never offer- 
ing more than a perfunctory challenge to the particular attitudes, opin- 
ions or beliefs the victim expressed or implied. Character assassination 
is its primary tool. 

Third, the defamers avoid engaging in any kind of debate over the 
truthfulness or reasonableness of what has been expressed. Their goal 
is not discussion but rather condemnation, censorship and repression. 
Fourth, the victim is usually someone who is vulnerable to public opin- 
ion, although perhaps in a very modest way. It could be a schoolteach- 
er, writer, businessman, minor official, or merely an outspoken citizen; 
visibility enhances vulnerability to ritual defamation. 

Fifth, an attempt is made to involve others in the defamation. In the 
case of a public official, other public officials will be urged to denounce 
the offender. In the case of a student, other students will be called upon; 
in the case of a professor, other professors will be asked to join the 
condemnation. 
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Sixth, in order for a ritual defamation to be most effective, the victim 
must be dehumanized to the extent that he becomes identical with the 
offending attitude, opinion or belief, and in a manner which distorts his 
views to the point where they appear at their most extreme. For exam- 
ple, a victim who is defamed as a ‘subversive will be identified with the 
worst images of subversion, such as espionage, terrorism or treason. 
Seventh, the defamation tries to bring pressure and humiliation on the 
victim from every quarter, including family and friends. If the victim 
has school children, they may be taunted and ridiculed as a conse- 
quence of adverse publicity. If the victim is employed, he may be fired 
from his job. If the victim belongs to clubs or associations, other mem- 
bers may be urged to expel him. 

Eighth, any explanation the victim may offer is dismissed as irrelevant. 
To claim truth as a defense for a tabooed opinion or belief is treated as 
defiance and only compounds the offense. Ritual defamation is often not 
necessarily an issue of being wrong or incorrect but rather of insensi- 
tivity and failing to observe social taboos.” 


Ritual defamation is not used to persuade, but rather to punish. It is used to 
hurt, to intimidate, to destroy, and to persecute, and to avoid the dialogue, 
debate and discussion that free speech implies. Its obvious maliciousness is 
often hidden behind the dictates of political correctness and required sensi- 
tivity to established myths. 


Ritual Defamation at Hobart and William Smith Colleges: 
A Textbook Example 


In the September 2009 I wrote an op-ed for the local newspaper, The Fin- 
ger Lakes Times, defining “Holocaust Denial.” I submitted it in response to 
the media frenzy and demonization of Iranian President Ahmadinejad, who 
was scheduled to address the UN General Assembly. After several delays, 
it was published on September 27th under a quarter-page picture of Ah- 
madinejad and under the headline “What do deniers really mean? (See Ap- 
pendix 1) 

Although the definition I presented has been widely accepted, both by 
those who affirm and by those who contest or “revise” the current narrative 
of the Holocaust, and although the facts I presented were not challenged, 
the op-ed sparked a classic case of ritual defamation. Questioning the Hol- 
ocaust narrative, or even defining what it means to question it, is arguably 
the most serious taboo in the United States today. It is considered “beyond 
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the pale” and even touching the subject is like touching the third rail on the 
subway — instant death to your career. 


First Blood 


On October 3rd a “colleague” from the Education Department, James 
MakKinster, “facilitated” a smear letter, signed by six additional colleagues, 
and circulated it by email to over 300 other professors and people in the 
Hobart and William Smith Colleges community. Their letter was addressed 
to the colleges’ President Mark Gearan; it denounced me with lies and in- 
sidious innuendos and demanded the revocation of my status as a faculty 
emeritus. 

I heard about the MaKinster letter quite by happenstance soon after it 
was circulated, but neither the President nor any of the original seven who 
signed it was willing to provide me with a copy. It was not until May 2011 
some 20 months later that I finally got a copy of the email version, not of 
the final letter with all the signatures. (See Appendix 2) 


My Response 


In a vain attempt to clear my name and set the record straight I sent a mes- 
sage to the entire community rebutting the charges made in the MaKinster 
smear letter. I stated that: 

1. Contrary to the feigned outrage of my ritual defamers as to the date 
of publishing the op-ed, I had nothing to do with the timing of the article 
and make no apology for when it appeared vis-a-vis a Jewish holiday. 

2. My ritual defamers’ egregious claim to know my “personal beliefs” 
and their claim that I used my title to win them credence was untrue. No- 
where were my personal beliefs stated. Moreover my article included an 
exceptionally long disclaimer showing that The Colleges neither condone 
nor condemn what I had written. 

3. My ritual defamers’ claim that “Holocaust denial carries absolutely 
no weight among academic scholars in any field whatsoever” was also un- 
true. There are a number of scholars who dare to criticize the typical Holo- 
caust narrative and are willing to fight the slime hurled at them by ardent 
Zionists who feel it their duty to protect the current version that serves as 
the sword and shield of apartheid Israel. (As a footnote, our former provost 
and former dean of women (both Jewish) demanded that I not use the word 
“apartheid” in connection with Israel. Although the term was used in the 
Israeli press and later by ex-President Jimmy Carter, they did not consider 
it to be “suitable discourse” on our campus where, ironically, we routinely 
claim to support free speech and diversity of opinion.) 
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4. My ritual defamers said that “denying undisputed facts of the holo- 
caust (sic) is not a way to show support for the Palestinians.” First, the 
three tenets of Holocaust revisionism are clearly not “undisputed.” To the 
contrary, these taboos are hotly and passionately disputed; people’s lives 
are ruined when they dispute these “facts” or even mention them. In four- 
teen countries you can get jail time for disputing “facts” surrounding the 
Holocaust. 

Second, disputing purported facts is what science and historical analysis 
are all about. We academics have no problem discussing and disputing 
whether or not Jesus Christ is truly the son of God, or if President Obama’s 
birth certificate is real, or if Jewish slaves built the Egyptian pyramids, or if 
Roosevelt knew a Japanese attack on Hawaii was imminent, but we are not 
allowed to discuss or dispute the six-million figure, which was bantered 
about before World War I. (Yes, before World War I; see for example, 
“Dr. Paul Nathan’s View of Russian Massacre”, The New York Times, 
March 25, 1906.) To question the six million figure on most American 
campuses is simply taboo. 

Finally, what gives these ritual defamers the credentials to pontificate 
on what supports or hurts Palestinians? None of them are experts on Pales- 
tine and none are activists for Palestinian human rights. To the contrary, 
some of them have been responsible for feting at Hobart and William 
Smith Colleges anti-Palestinian demagogues including Elie Wiesel and 
even Benyamin Netanyahu. They have also endorsed giving Madeleine 
Albright our highest humanitarian award, which was not only ironic, but 
disgraceful in light of her statement that the deaths of over 500,000 Iraqi 
children were “worth it”. 

5. Labeling Holocaust revisionism “Holocaust denial” is unwarrantedly 
pejorative. It might be fine for Fox News, but it is not conducive to, and 
often precludes, intelligent discourse. To call Holocaust revisionism “thin- 
ly veiled anti-Semitism” is simply untrue and it defames scholars and oth- 
ers, including Jews, who question the Holocaust doctrine as we are fed it in 
hundreds of films, books, articles, and commentaries. Terms like Holocaust 
Industry, Holocaust Fatigue, Holocaust professional, Holocaust wannabes, 
and Holocaust High Priest were not coined by “deniers” or anti-Semites; 
they were coined by Jews. (The High Priest quip is an obvious reference to 
Elie Wiesel; it was made by Tova Reich in her book My Holocaust. Tova’s 
husband, Walter Reich, was the former director of the US Holocaust Mu- 
seum in Washington.) 

In 1946 the US government told us that 20 million people were mur- 
dered by Hitler. Now that figure is said to be 11 million; it has been “re- 
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vised” downward and literally carved in stone at the US Holocaust Memo- 
rial. For years we were told that over 4 million were killed at Auschwitz 
alone, but by the early 1990s that figure was “revised” downward to 1.5 
million. Wiesel tells us that people were thrown alive onto pyres; he claims 
to have seen it with his own eyes; today even Israeli-trained guides at 
Auschwitz say that is not true. They have already “revised” his narrative. 
These are but a few examples of historical revisionism, examples that are 
not inherently anti-Semitic and no longer considered taboo. 

6. It is most interesting to see academic colleagues say, “(a)s we all 
know ... the term ‘ethnic cleansing’ was introduced to make genocide 
sound more palatable.” That means they either deny that Palestinians have 
been (and continue to be) ethnically cleansed or they agree that Israel is 
performing genocide on the Palestinian people. 

7. While the ritual defamers found my piece to be “abhorrent,” they 
seemed unable to find fault with a single fact I presented. So they resorted 
to name-calling and labeled the piece “hate speech” and “unsupported vit- 
riol” and smeared my name to hundreds of people. I am surprised that the 
Anti-Defamation League or the Mossad did not come knocking on my 
door. 

8. The ritual defamers genuinely were concerned about the op-ed’s im- 
pact on our Jewish students, staff, and faculty. But maybe it is time for all 
members of the community to see the Holocaust for what it really was and 
not the unquestionable, unimpeachable, doctrine that makes Jewish suffer- 
ing superior to that of other people. Maybe it is time to recognize that Zi- 
onism as a political movement to create a Jewish state in Palestine began 
long before the Holocaust and that Zionist discrimination, dehumanization, 
and dispossession of the Palestinian people should not be excused by it. 
Maybe it is time to see that since over half the population (within the bor- 
ders controlled by Israel) is not Jewish, the dream of creating a Jewish state 
has failed. Walling in the non-Jews or putting them in Bantustans or driv- 
ing them into Jordan will not make Israel a Jewish state. Nationalistic alle- 
giance to “blood and soil” has been a failure in Germany and in Israel. That 
should be the real lesson of the Holocaust. 

9. To say that my op-ed “does not meet our expectation of minimally 
rational and minimally humane discourse” is pure nonsense. The piece is 
well written, well substantiated, and quite humane. 

10. The ritual defamers are quite right about one thing; they were deep- 
ly disturbed and saddened to see a Hobart and William Smith Colleges title 
attached to it, even with a lengthy disclaimer. Diversity and perspectives 
outside the mainstream are to be encouraged, but not if they question Jew- 
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ish power, Israel, or Holocaust doctrine. Apparently those topics are totally 
taboo. 

11. The demand to President Gearan to remove my title of Professor 
Emeritus is both classic and stupid. Would it save Hobart and William 
Smith Colleges from being associated with my writings? Of course not; I 
would simply become “Former Professor Emeritus at Hobart and William 
Smith Colleges” with no disclaimer. 

But what it would really do is to cast me into the briar patch with Nor- 
man Finkelstein, Marc Ellis, Paul Eisen, Henry Herskovitz, Gilad Atzmon, 
Rich Siegel, and Hedy Epstein (a Holocaust survivor), all friends of mine 
and all anti-Zionists. 

Lest I seem irreverent or unscathed by this widely-circulated smear let- 
ter from my ritual defamers, allow me to admit that I have been hurt by it. 
Many faculty and other HWS folks now shun me as a persona non grata 
largely because they only read the slime and never my rebuttal. My former 
student and long-time friend, David Deming, who is now the Chair of the 
HWS Board does not answer my letters. President Gearan does not answer 
them either. Board member Roy Dexheimer, disparages me and wonders if 
I “fell off my meds.” Another Board member, Stuart Pilch, took it a step 
further and made a threatening phone call to my home and a promise “to 
hunt me down.” 


Recourse? Most Doors Are Closed 


For twenty months I did not know the contents of the MaKinster email. 
When I discovered it as an email draft, my first inclination was to sue him 
and the other six faculty members who circulated it. I wanted to sue for 
libel and defamation of character. I knew it would be expensive, but I was 
determined to correct the lies they had spread about me. The problem was 
that in New York State the statute of limitations for libel is one year from 
the date it was committed, not one year from the date it was discovered. 

I went to the Provost, who is the head of our faculty, and asked her to 
get me a copy of the final letter as it was sent to President Gearan. (I had 
seen only the email draft of it shown in Appendix 2) I wanted a copy of the 
final letter including the names of all those ritual defamers who had signed 
it — MaKinster and the six other “facilitators” and any others of the 300 
they sent it to who might have also signed). She refused on the grounds of 
“confidentiality”. 

I went to the President and asked for a copy; he refused. I asked 
MakKinster; he refused to give me a copy of the letter and refused to meet 
with me to discuss it. I asked the other six “facilitators”. Three agreed to 
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meet with me, but were unable to give me a copy of the final letter. They 
all told me that they thought additional people had signed, but they could 
not or would not name a single one for sure. Like MaKinster, the remain- 
ing three “colleagues” refused to meet with me or give me a copy of what 
they had collectively written in their smear letter. 

I went to The Grievance Committee, but I was told that I could not 
bring the issue before it, since that committee does not hear such matters. I 
asked to address the faculty at large, but I was told that only faculty can 
attend an HWS Faculty Meeting and not those who are retired, with or 
without emeritus status. 

I tried a market approach and publicly offered a $1,000 contribution to 
Hobart and William Smith Colleges in return for a final copy of the 
MaKinster ritual defamation letter with the names of all signatories. I made 
the offer by email to all current faculty members. No response. I raised the 
offer to $1,500. Some faculty called on me to stop; some even charged me 
with smearing MaKinster. Others counseled me to “turn the other cheek” 
and “get over it.” 

But others thought that withholding the letter and the names of those 
who signed it was “cowardly,” “inappropriate,” and “unethical.” They 
asked rhetorically if my critics should not “openly stand by their words and 
acts?” They supported my right to peacefully and non-violently discover 
the smears and slime thrown at me by “colleagues” who now piously claim 
their right to anonymity. 

Via college email to all members of the faculty I raised the public offer 
to $2,000, then $2,500, then $3,000, and so forth. At $5,000 the current 
acting Provost and long-time friend, Pat McGuire, came to my home 
(11/22/11) to discuss the “situation” and to advise that my email offers 
were annoying some people and that Hobart and William Smith Colleges 
was considering restricting or terminating my email privileges. I raised the 
offer to $10,000, not by campus-wide email, but in specific offers to sever- 
al alumni. 


Resolution? 


Not yet. But I am optimistic. I have been a part of the Hobart and William 
Smith Colleges community for almost 40 years. I am proud of my record 
of teaching and activism on behalf of Palestinian human rights. And I am 
proud of having fought against academic hypocrisy and cowardice, espe- 
cially when it comes to Israel. 

I am also proud that Hobart and William Smith Colleges did not com- 
pletely roll over in the face of the ritual defamation initiated (or facilitated) 
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by otherwise well-meaning “colleagues,” especially by those who are too 
cowardly to reveal or defend their participation in this injustice. And I am 
eternally thankful that the institution has allowed me to keep my emeritus 
status and my walking pass at the gym. 


Appendix 1 


Finger Lakes Times, September 27, 2009, Section D, p.1+ (not available 
online) 
What Does Holocaust Denial Really Mean? 


In April 2007 the European Union agreed to set jail sentences up to three 
years for those who deny or trivialize the Holocaust.* More recently, in 
response to the remarks of Bishop Richard Williamson, the Pope has pro- 
claimed that Holocaust denial is “intolerable and altogether unacceptable.” 

But what does Holocaust denial really mean? Begin with the word Hol- 
ocaust. The Holocaust? (spelled with a capital H) refers to the killing of six 
million Jews by the Nazis during World War II. It is supposed to be the 
German’s “Final Solution” to the Jewish problem. Much of the systematic 
extermination was to have taken place in concentration camps by shooting, 
gassing, and burning alive innocent Jewish victims of the Third Reich. 

People like Germar Rudolf, Ernst Ziindel, and Bishop Williamson who 
do not believe this account and who dare to say so in public are reviled as 
bigots, anti-Semites, racists, and worse. Their alternate historical scenarios 
are not termed simply revisionist, but are demeaned as Holocaust denial. 
Rudolf and Ziindel were shipped to Germany where they were tried, con- 
victed, and sentenced to three and five years, respectively. 

Politicians deride Holocaust revisionist papers and conferences as “be- 
yond the pale of international discourse and acceptable behavior.’”* Non- 
Zionist Jews who participate in such revisionism, like Rabbi Dovid Weiss 
of the Neturei Karta, are denounced as “‘self-haters” and are shunned and 
spat upon. Even Professor Norman Finkelstein, whose parents were both 
Holocaust survivors and who wrote the book, The Holocaust Industry, has 
been branded a Holocaust denier. 

But putting aside the virile hate directed against those who question the 
veracity of the typical Holocaust narrative, what is it that these people be- 
lieve and say at the risk of imprisonment and bodily harm? For most Holo- 
caust revisionists or deniers if you prefer, their arguments boil down to 
three simple contentions: 
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1. Hitler’s “Final Solution” was intended to be ethnic cleansing, not ex- 
termination. 2. There were no homicidal gas chambers used by the Third 
Reich. 3. There were fewer than 6 million Jews killed of the 55 million 
who died in WWII. 

Are these revisionist contentions so odious as to cause those who be- 
lieve them to be reviled, beaten, and imprisoned? More importantly, is it 
possible that revisionist contentions are true, or even partially true, and that 
they are despised because they contradict the story of the Holocaust, a sto- 
ry which has been elevated to the level of a religion in hundreds of films, 
memorials, museums, and docu-dramas? 

Is it sacrilegious to ask, “If Hitler was intent on extermination, how did 
Elie Wiesel, his father, and two of his sisters survive the worst period of 
incarceration at Auschwitz?” Wiesel claims that people were thrown alive 
into burning pits, yet even the Israeli-trained guides at Auschwitz refute 
this claim. 

Is it really “beyond international discourse” to question the efficacy and 
the forensic evidence of homicidal gas chambers? If other myths, like mak- 
ing soap from human fat, have been dismissed as Allied war propaganda, 
why is it “unacceptable behavior” to ask if the gas chamber at Dachau was 
not reconstructed by the Americans because no other homicidal gas cham- 
ber could be found and used as evidence at the Nuremburg trials? 

For more than fifty years Jewish scholars have spent hundreds of mil- 
lions of dollars to document each Jewish victim of the Nazi Holocaust. The 
Nazis were German, obsessed with paperwork and recordkeeping. Yet only 
3 million names have been collected and many of them died of natural 
causes. So why is it heresy to doubt that fewer than 6 million Jews were 
murdered in the Second World War? 

“Holocaust Denial” might be no more eccentric or no more criminal 
than claiming the earth is flat, except that the Holocaust itself has been 
used as the sword and shield in the quest to build a Jewish state between 
the Mediterranean Sea and the Jordan River, where even today over half 
the population is not Jewish. 

The Holocaust narrative allows Yad Vashem, the finest Holocaust mu- 
seum in the world, to repeat the mantra of “Never Forget” while it sits on 
Arab lands stolen from Ein Karem and overlooking the unmarked graves of 
Palestinians massacred by Jewish terrorists at Deir Yassin. It allows Elie 
Wiesel to boast of having worked for these same terrorists (as a journalist, 
not a fighter) while refusing to acknowledge, let alone apologize for, the 
war crimes his employer committed. It makes Jews the ultimate victim no 
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matter how they dispossess or dehumanize or ethnically cleanse indigenous 
Palestinian people. 

The Holocaust story eliminates any comparison of Ketziot or Gaza to 
the concentration camps they indeed are. It memorializes the resistance of 
Jews in the ghettos of Europe while steadfastly denying any comparison 
with the resistance of Palestinians in Hebron and throughout the West 
Bank. It allows claims that this year’s Hanukah Massacre in Gaza, with a 
kill ratio of 100 to one, was a “proportionate response” to Palestinian re- 
sistance to unending occupation. 

The Holocaust is used to silence critics of Israel in what the Jewish 
scholar, Marc Ellis, has called the ecumenical deal: you Christians look the 
other way while we bludgeon the Palestinians and build our Jewish state 
and we won’t remind you that Hitler was a good Catholic, a confirmed 
“soldier of Christ,” long before he was a bad Nazi. 

The Holocaust narrative of systematic, industrialized extermination was 
an important neo-conservative tool to drive the United States into Iraq. The 
same neo-con ideologues, like Norman Podhoretz, routinely compare Ah- 
madinejad to Hitler and Nazism with Islamofascism with the intent of driv- 
ing us into Iran. The title of the Israeli conference at Yad Vashem made 
this crystal clear: “Holocaust Denial: Paving the Way to Genocide.” 

“Remember the Holocaust” will be the battle cry of the next great clash 
of good (Judeo/Christian values) and evil (radical Islamic aggression) and 
those who question it must be demonized if not burned at the stake. 

Daniel McGowan Professor Emeritus Hobart and William Smith Col- 
leges Geneva, NY 14456 

September 24, 2009 

Because of admonishment by the administration, it is hereby stated that 
the above remarks are solely those of the author. Hobart and William 
Smith Colleges neither condone nor condemn these opinions. Furthermore, 
the author has been instructed to use his personal email address of [...] and 
not his college email at [...] for those wishing to contact him with com- 
ments or criticisms. 


Appendix 2 


This is a draft of the letter “facilitated” by James MaKinster, signed by six 
other “colleagues,” and circulated to over 300 others in the Hobart and 
William Smith Colleges’ community: 
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October 3, 2009 
President Gearan, 


This letter is a response to Daniel McGowan’s defense of Holocaust deni- 
ers published in the Finger Lakes Times on September 27. The content of 
the essay and its publication on the eve of Yom Kippur was appalling. We 
are writing to you because of the disgrace to Hobart and William Smith 
caused by McGowan’s continued use of the institutional imprimatur and 
his honorary title of “Emeritus Professor” to lend credence in disseminat- 
ing his personal beliefs. He has every right as a private citizen to hold and 
spew forth whatever beliefs he may happen to have, but we ask you to pre- 
vent the use of his title and the name of Hobart and William Smith from 
contributing to its effects in the future. 

It should be clear that while McGowan is claiming to raise legitimate 
historical and free speech issues, Holocaust denial has a history of being no 
more that thinly veiled anti-Semitism. When historians talk about the Hol- 
ocaust what they mean is that approximately six million Jews and several 
millions of others were killed in an intentional and systematic fashion by 
the Nazis using a number of different means, including death by shooting 
and in gas chambers. This is the position held universally by scholars. The 
Holocaust deniers reject the historicity of the Holocaust based on three 
types of assertions. They reject the number of 6 million, the existence of 
killing camps, and the element of intentionality. 

Professor McGowan’s article is an example of denying the reality of the 
most studied and documented event in history. Holocaust denial carries 
absolutely no weight among academic scholars in any field whatsoever. 
Additionally, denying the undisputed facts of the holocaust is not a way to 
show support for the Palestinians. For example, his argument denying the 
intentionality of the Nazi’s execution of Jews is that there is not sufficient 
proof that it was designed to exterminate the Jewish population. Rather, he 
asserts, it may have been merely a program of “ethnic cleansing.” The sug- 
gestion that this somehow makes it less morally reprehensible speaks for 
itself, as we all know that the term “ethnic cleansing” was introduced to 
make genocide sound more palatable. 

Professor McGowan’s position is a classic case of blaming the victims 
for their own victimization. Promo Levi wrote in The Drowned and the 
Saved that what he most feared was echoed in a remark by one of his SS 
guards: That if he somehow managed to live through this hell no one 
would believe his descriptions of Auschwitz. Sadly, for some, that day has 
arrived. 
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Freedom of speech is a right for citizens in a democracy that should be 
vigorously protected, especially when we find the content of that speech to 
be abhorrent. Colleges and universities have an educational obligation to 
encourage scholarship that reflects perspectives outside the mainstream of 
public political discourse, and we encourage that. Hate speech, on the other 
hand, is a trickier issue for campuses to wrestle with because while free 
speech has a special value, we have a duty to protect members of our di- 
verse community from unsupported vitriol being espoused under the name 
of our colleges and its professors. We faculty of all persuasions, Buddhists, 
Christians, Muslims, Hindus, Jews, and atheists, are deeply offended and 
also share a special concern about the impact of such hateful messages 
(and its association with us) upon our Jewish students, staff, and faculty. 

Professor McGowan’s actions do not meet our expectation of minimally 
rational and minimally humane discourse. As human beings who see the 
transparent motivation and effects of such writing, we are deeply disturbed 
and saddened to see a Hobart and William Smith title attached to it. We 
therefore request the removal of Professor McGowan’s honorary title of 
“Emeritus Professor.” 


Sincerely, 


Scott Brophy, Professor of Philosophy 

Michael Dobkowski, Professor of Religious Studies 
Khuram Hussain, Assistant Professor of Education 
Steven Lee, Professor of Philosophy 

James MaKinster, Associate Professor of Education 
Lilian Sherman, Assistant Professor of Education 
Charles Temple, Professor of Education 


Notes 


! http://www. lairdwilcox.com/news/defame.html 


2 http://www.haaretz.com/hasen/spages/850644.html 

3 Holocaust. Dictionary.com. The American Heritage® New Dictionary of Cul- 
tural Literacy, Third Edition. Houghton Mifflin Company, 2005. Online: 
http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/Holocaust (accessed: February 09, 
2007). 

Senator Hillary Clinton, statement on Senatorial Web site since disestablished. 
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Stephen F. Pinter: An Early Revisionist 


Klaus Schwensen 


printed a letter to the editor that has gained a certain celebrity within 

the revisionist community. The reason was not only its content, but 
also the authority of the writer concerning his subject. The letter dealt with 
a sensitive item, the existence of homicidal gas chambers in the German 
concentration camps. The author of the letter was a certain Stephen F. Pin- 
ter, Attorney at Law in St. Louis, Missouri. After the end of the war Pinter 
had served as an Attorney for the U.S. War Department within the U.S. 
War Crimes Program. Through his letter a competent witness of the Allied 
side had appeared — someone who must have known details about the ex- 
istence of gas chambers. Therefore, the most important statement of Pin- 
ter’s letter, that there were no gas chambers in the camps he had visited, is 
of considerable value. 


|: June 1959 the Catholic American Sunday paper Our Sunday Visitor 


The letter to the editor, presumably via German correspondence part- 
ners, soon found its way to national circles in the Federal Republic. Noth- 
ing was known there about the person of Stephen F. Pinter except for the 
few things he had mentioned about himself. Thus, some people tried to fill 
the gap by speculation, which led to erroneous statements, e.g. that Pinter 
was a German-Jewish emigrant, that he held the title of Doctor or that he 
had been head of an Allied Investigation Commission in Mauthausen. The 
following research on Stephen F. Pinter aims to encompass all of his writ- 
ings and to complete his biography. 


1. The Pinter Texts 


In addition to the above-mentioned letter from 1959, in the following years 
Pinter wrote some more texts, and some older texts surfaced which might 
also originate from him. Today we know of nine texts which (presumably 
or positively) come from Pinter, and which are designated here in chrono- 
logical order as follows: Text A,' Text B,” Text C,? Text D,’ Text E,> Text 
F,° Text G,’ Text H® and Text I.’ In Anthologie révisionniste,® a collection 
of revisionist texts published in 2002 in France, five of the texts (C, D, E, 
F, and H) are printed in French translation. 
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The Three “Presumable” Pinter Texts 


The two earliest texts (A, B) are anonymous and the third one (C) ap- 
peared under a pseudonym. As it emerges from the texts or from some re- 
marks of the respective editors, all three texts originate from an American, 
and from the fact that (in the cases of B and C) he addressed them to a 
journal in Argentina which was published in German we may conclude 
that he was a German-American. In one case (A), the editor mentions that 
the writer was an American jurist. There is no doubt about the author’s 
competence in the field of war-crimes prosecution. All indications are such 
that one might ask: If Stephen F. Pinter is not the author of these texts — 
who else? 

Although the texts A, B and C fit well into the image we have of Pinter, 
this is of course no proof of his authorship. What actually was the reason 
that he preferred to remain anonymous? In the case that Pinter really was 
the author, the explanation is obvious: 

When the analysis of the Baldwin Report was written in October 1949 
(Text A ), Pinter had quit the U.S. War Department only one year before. 
As a freelance lawyer, he depended on a licence to practice before U.S. 
Military Courts. Thus, he hardly was in a position to contradict the report 
of a Senate Subcommittee headed by the mighty Senator Raymond E. 
Baldwin. Finally the Report dealt with malfeasances by members of the 
U.S. War Crime Commission, which was part of the War Department, i.e. 
Pinter had to accuse his own former colleagues. 

Text B (1954) dealt with the release of “war criminals”, who had been 
still incarcerated in Landsberg prison. The release was “on parole”, which 
meant that the men were strictly forbidden to speak about their cases. Thus, 
they were practically silenced as witnesses of the events which had brought 
them before the War Crimes Court. Text B (a letter to the editor of the little 
journal Der Weg in Buenos Aires) describes and denounces the “on parole” 
practice. The anonymous writer attaches copies of the secret U.S. forms 
(which he had gained access to through a friend’s indiscretion) in order to 
let them be published in Argentina. This was reason enough to stay anon- 
ymous, not least to protect his source. 

The third text (Text C) is a letter to the editor (or rather an article) by a 
certain “Dr. Warwick Hester” to the above-mentioned journal Der Weg in 
Buenos Aires. The author’s name is a pseudonym. The article is especially 
interesting due to the revisionist position at such an early date (1954). 
Warwick Hester’s observations and arguments are more than 50 years later 
astonishingly timely. And the forces that deter free discussion are, if any- 
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thing, stronger. Thus, the reason why the author dared describe his experi- 
ences only under a pseudonym needs no explanation. 


The Known-Authentic Texts 


The six texts D through I (three letters to the editor, one short article, one 
affidavit and one private letter) are authentic. They contain statements on 
the following items: 

a) Gas chambers in the Altreich — yes or no? This question is even to- 
day not answered exhaustively. “Altreich” means here Germany within the 
borders of 1937, and “gas chambers” means only those for killing people 
(the fact that in German concentration camps gas chambers were used for 
the delousing of textiles is denied by no one). According to Pinter’s letter 
to the editor (Text E) “there was no gas chamber at Dachau. [...] Nor was 
there a gas chamber in any of the concentration camps in Germany.” Pinter 
had himself not personally investigated every concentration camp in the 
Altreich. On this important item we sought more precision. Years later, 
apparently on an inquiry of Robert Miller, Pinter answered more precisely 
(Text I): “I had nothing to do with Mauthausen. However, since I took 
some months investigating Flossenbiirg and all the outcamps connected 
therewith, while stationed at Dachau, I can talk about those.” 

b) Flossenbiirg Concentration Camp In the 1960s (and perhaps still to- 
day) visitors were told that in the former camp existed a gas chamber and a 
site for mass shootings where thousands of inmates had been murdered. To 
this Pinter replied: There was in the camp “neither a gas chamber nor a 
mass shooting site” (Text H). During the existence of the camp “fewer than 
300 persons died, by executions or due to other reasons” (Text D). 

c) Illegal methods of interrogation In course of preparation for the war 
crimes and concentration-camp trials (e.g., the Malmedy Case) the Ameri- 
can interrogators used methods that were a mockery to the American tradi- 
tion of justice. The accused, mostly young soldiers of the Waffen-SS, con- 
fessed to crimes they never had committed and thus, as Pinter put it, “many 
were unfortunately sentenced and some of them executed” (Text F). 

d) The 6-million number ”As far as I could find out in six post-war 
years in Germany and Austria, a number of Jews were killed, but the num- 
ber of one million was certainly never reached” (Text E). And: ”In gen- 
eral, I wrote many years ago to our local daily newspaper, that the allega- 
tion of the extermination of the Jewish race was grossly exaggerated, that I 
had many Jewish clients who had lived in Germany, Poland and other 
countries at Hitler’s time and for whom I collected hundreds of thousands 
of dollars, thus getting their stories firsthand and could state that the SIX 
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MILLION story was a myth” (Text I). Probably, for such a statement Pin- 
ter in Germany of 2005 would face criminal charges of “Holocaust denial.” 

Some of the texts deserve a comment, but this would exceed the scope 
of this study. A comment on the interesting text C will follow later. Pin- 
ter’s statements are of value, since he as an Attorney of the U.S. War De- 
partment and due to his activity in the War Crimes Program belonged to 
those who must have known the truth. 


2. Who Was Stephen F. Pinter? 


Since the publication of the letter (Text E) in Our Sunday Visitor (1959) 
historians in Austria, Canada, France and Germany have been interested in 
the person of Stephen F. Pinter. Significantly, private “independent schol- 
ars” did all this research. For established historians and commissioned re- 
searchers a witness like Pinter has been always a “nonperson.” In the 
above-mentioned Anthologie révisionniste Pinter is rightly categorized as 
an “early revisionist”. The editor Jean Plantin succeeded in finding out 
some personal data, e.g. his Social Security Number (SSN). Thus, at least it 
was proven that Stephen F. Pinter was no phantom but a man who had 
walked upon this earth. Nevertheless, it was difficult to find out more 
about this man. The reason was obviously that he had lived quite a normal 
life as an American citizen, and had not attracted attention by political or 
public activities — with the exception of his few texts, most published in 
remote venues. The life of a respectable lawyer in the American Mid-West 
is not the stuff of which headlines are made. 

In the course of this research, based on the sparse personal data in Pin- 
ter’s texts, many letters of inquiry were addressed to institutions and organ- 
izations in the United States — mostly without result. Benton College, 
where he had studied, does not exist any more. As a sole practitioner, he 
was not a member of a lawyers’ society or a firm. In the Missouri Bar he 
had been only a nominal member. A family Pinter living in St. Louis is 
unrelated to him.'! Finally, Pinter and his wife had moved in their old age 
from St. Louis to California — with unknown destination. There were no 
children. With remote relatives they seemed to have no contact. It seemed 
hopeless. 

Furthermore, it appeared also hopeless to gain information about Pin- 
ter’s post-war activities. As he mentions in one of his letters in German, he 
had held the rank of “Oberst” (Colonel) (Text D). An inquiry for “Colonel 
Stephen F. Pinter” at the National Personnel Records Center was in vain 
until it turned out that Pinter was registered there not as a military officer 
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but as a civilian employee of the U.S. War Department. Only then a query 
with the proper authority’? brought a number of documents from his Per- 
sonnel File. 

All in all, only little, apparently unimportant indications helped to pro- 
ceed. Thus, from an application for a passport, his birthplace could be 
found, where a niece of Pinter’s still lived, who could contribute some 
memories of her uncle. Through an Internet search Pinter’s date of death 
was found, but not his last residence. But in the Directory of St. Louis City 
and County the Christian name of his second wife was registered — Lucia. 
And in her case the Internet led to the couple’s last residence: Hemet, Riv- 
erside County, California. 

Some information was confirmed by Pinter himself, who wrote — at 85 
years of age — a letter (Text I) to the Canadian “Pinter researcher” Robert J. 
Miller, who presumably had asked him some questions concerning his bi- 
ography. Summarizing all available data, we can reconstruct now Pinter’s 
curriculum vitae as follows: 

Stephen F. Pinter was born on November 23, 1888, in the village of 
Deutsch-Schiitzen'* in Burgenland, Austria. Therefore, Pinter was no Ger- 
man from the Reich, but he was born as a subject of Emperor Franz Jo- 
seph. His second (middle) name was not recorded. In his application for a 
passport’? the “F.” has been completed to “Frank”, but in one of his Per- 
sonnel Questionnaires'® we read “FRANCIS”. Since in old Austria no one 
was called Stephen or Francis, Pinter’s Christian names were most proba- 
bly Franz Stephan,'’ which he had Anglicized in America. 

In 1906 Franz Stephan Pinter, 17 years old, emigrated to the United 
States. His parents could pay not much more than the ship passage for him. 
He went to St. Louis where there was in that time a “German Quarter” and 
where he apparently knew someone who was ready to sponsor him. In 
1909, at 21 years, he married his first wife Anna Maria, who also came 
from Austria-Hungary. Due to his ambition, his talents and no doubt the 
help of his wife, Pinter was able to undertake the study of Law (1912- 
1918). He attended Benton College of Law in St. Louis and graduated with 
a “Bachelor of Law.”'* In 1917 he was admitted to the Missouri Bar.'? In 
1920, at 32 years of age, he settled as a lawyer in St. Louis and in 1924 
gained United States citizenship. 

Until the end of World War II Pinter worked as an independent attorney 
at law. He employed one stenographer and one investigator. His field of 
activities he describes as follows: “Trial of all kinds of lawsuits. Prepara- 
tion of cases and appeals. Some corporation law work and was counsel for 
a bank.” 
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3. Application for Federal Employment 


In September 1945, at almost 57 years, Pinter applied at the U.S. Civil Ser- 
vice Commission for employment as “Lawyer for war criminal trials”. One 
reason for this step was surely the wish to see his home country after forty 
years again where misery and need now prevailed. Furthermore, the U.S. 
War Department was seeking jurists with knowledge of the German lan- 
guage for their War Crimes Program. Among the German-speaking jurists 
who were sent to Germany, German-Jewish emigrants dominated, many of 
them motivated by sentiments of revenge. In contrast, Pinter was a “genu- 
ine” German-American. He got the job, as he was told in Washington, be- 
cause he “had no axe to grind” (Text I) . On January 13th, 1946, Pinter was 
sworn in in St. Louis. His employer was the Office of the Secretary of War, 
Civilian Personnel Division. His position was that of an Attorney and the 
appointment as civilian employee is of indefinite tenure, but at least for 
two years. As a civilian employee in a zone of occupation, he was subject 
to military law and whenever required, had to wear a US military uniform. 

The latter requirement may explain a contradiction consisting in that 
Pinter, as he mentions in one of his texts (Text D) , held the “rank of a 
Colonel”, but was classified as a civilian employee. Obviously in many 
cases a military rank was given to civilian employees of the War Depart- 
ment, since they had to wear a uniform and a uniform is always associated 
with a rank. According to Pinter’s job and his age the rank of a Colonel is 
most probable. A comparable case is that of Hollywood director Billy Wil- 
der, who was called to Bad Homburg in 1945 as Head of the Film Depart- 
ment, Office of Psychological Warfare. Wilder, too, mentions that he had 
then been a Colonel.”° It appears that the ranks for civilians were merely 
formalities, and that the U.S. Army clearly differentiated between the “re- 
al” and the “formal” ranks.?! 

Immediately after his swearing-in (January 13th, 1946) Pinter travelled 
by train from St. Louis to Washington, in order to introduce himself and 
receive final instructions. On January 15th, 1946 he started in New York 
on his flight to Germany. 


4. Activities in the War Crimes Program: Part 1 — Dachau 


The Americans had made the former concentration camp Dachau into an 
internment camp where they had imprisoned accused German war crimi- 
nals. The camp was also the site of a War Crimes Commission” and the 
site of the Dachau Trials. About January 16th, 1946, Pinter arrived in Da- 
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chau. The first of the concentration camp trials, the Dachau main trial, had 
been finished just four weeks before (November 15 — December 13,1945). 
Following these were the Mauthausen Main Trial (March 29 — May 
13,1946) and the Malmedy Trial (May 16 — July 16, 1946). Pinter had 
nothing to do with either of them. 

In an English letter (Text E) he describes his position as an “U.S. War 
Department Attorney”. According to his Personnel File he had one assis- 
tant and one secretary at his disposal. His job was the collection of evi- 
dence against the accused (mostly SS personnel from the former concentra- 
tion camps), the interrogation of former camp inmates as witnesses and 
preparation of the trial. In Pinter’s words, he had “to investigate the former 
officers and employees of the camp and — as far as this was possible — to 
release them” (Text D). This formulation is remarkable, since most of his 
colleagues had quite another conception — namely to bring as many as pos- 
sible of the accused to the gallows. A typical representative of this mentali- 
ty was the Chief Prosecutor in the three Dachau Main Trials (Dachau, 
Mauthausen and Buchenwald Trials), Lt. Colonel William D. Denson. 

During the trial the attorney changed his role into that of a prosecutor. 
In four of his German texts Pinter described his position once as “Heer- 
esrichter im Rang eines Obersten” (Text D), once he writes, that he was a 
“U.S. Armeeanwalt’ in the function of a prosecutor (Ankldger) (Text F) , 
once he spoke of himself as a “Gerichtsoffizier’ (Court Officer) (Text G) 
and once as a “U.S. Armeeanwalt” (Army Lawyer) (Text H). These con- 
tradictory roles — judge (Richter), lawyer (Anwalt), prosecutor (Ankldger, 
Staatsanwalt) — can be explained easily, since an American attorney (as 
advocate for his client) has no counterpart in the continental European sys- 
tem of justice. His activities included the functions of an “inquisitor” (Un- 
tersuchungsrichter) and those of a prosecutor (Ankldger) as well. 

When he came to Dachau, he writes, “I was in my department the high- 
est ranking officer and therefore had a free hand”. Thus, he was able to 
choose his first subject of investigation and decided upon the former 
Flossenbiirg camp, “which had not been investigated at all before.” Pinter 
drove to Flossenbiirg and ordered the captured SS files of the camp to be 
brought to Dachau. Then he visited all the DP camps”? where former 
Flossenbiirg inmates were living. He writes that he had interrogated “Hun- 
dreds, if not thousands” and had “spoken with thousands of these people” 
(Texts D, H) . This sounds like an exaggeration, but presumably the former 
Flossenbiirg inmates were called together and asked whether somebody 
had something to testify. In this way the relevant witnesses could be quick- 
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Father Lelere, a former prisoner, testifies at the trial of former camp 
personnel and prisoners from Flossenburg. On the right is Fred Stecker, a 
court interpreter. Could one of these men be Stephen Pinter? Photo 21 
June 1946. Source: USHMM - [Photograph #43018] Public domain, via 
Wikimedia Commons 


ly filtered out and their statements be documented. After visiting the DP 
camps for several months, Pinter returned to Dachau. 

The Flossenbiirg trial started on June 12th, 1946. Pinter was one of the 
prosecutors. Although Flossenbiirg camp had only been one of the smaller 
concentration camps, the trial dragged on until January 22th, 1947 — more 
than seven months. Thus, it became the longest-lasting trial of all concen- 
tration-camp trials before American Military Courts. The long duration is 
not necessarily due to the number of 52 accused, for e.g. the Mauthausen 
trial with 61 accused had lasted only six weeks. Possibly the long duration 
of the Flossenbiirg trial was caused by other reasons.”* 

According to all we know about Pinter, he represented a counter posi- 
tion to the thesis of “conspiracy” and “common design”, a more “old- 
fashioned”, more pragmatic — and more humane — interpretation of law. 
This was certainly in accord with his Christian beliefs, but not with the 
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spirit of the post-war time. As a genuine German-American (his Austrian 
origin is irrelevant in this connection) Pinter was an exception among his 
colleagues in Dachau, for most of the German-speaking Americans en- 
gaged in the War Crimes Program were German-Jewish emigrants. Pinter, 
who apparently felt some sympathy for the defeated Germans and tried to 
do his duty objectively and justly, must have seen with abhorrence what 
methods were used by some of his colleagues to obtain “confessions.” The 
treatment of the prisoners was a mockery of the American tradition of jus- 
tice, and led to investigations by the Secretary of War and the U.S. Senate. 
Pinter in his sober manner writes: 


“While I did my best to represent the real and decent justice and to pre- 
vent a justice of hate, there were a number of persons who repeatedly 
brought in false or unfounded accusations against the German prison- 
ers, and who, by means of obviously perjured witnesses gained success- 
es before the military courts, which did not accord with the real facts. 
As a result of such miscarriages of justice, many were unfortunately 
sentenced although not guilty, and some of them were executed. Of the 
great trials in Dachau it was especially the Malmedy Trial and the 
Mauthausen and Buchenwald Concentration Camp Trials which be- 
came — during my stay in Dachau but without any involvement on my 
part in the trials — infamous due to their malfeasances .” 


After the end of the Flossenbiirg main trial there was a series of subsequent 
trials. Pinter describes his activities at that time in a questionnaire” as fol- 
lows: 


“Was Assistant Trial Judge Advocate in principal case. Participated as 
trial attorney and had charge of administration and filing system. Am 
now in charge of subsequent proceedings of same case. Engaged in 
Staging and questioning suspected perpetrators so as to determine 
whether they should be tried or released.” 


It seems that in summer 1947 Pinter applied for a relocation to Salzburg, or 
that he had been offered one, which certainly was welcome to him since 
Salzburg was nearer to his old Burgenland home. At this time in Dachau 
the Miihldorf Trial (April 1 — May 13, 1947) and the Buchenwald Trial 
(April 11 — August 14, 1947) took place. Pinter was not involved in these 
trials. Probably in July 1947 he moved to Salzburg (Text F). 
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5. Activities in the War Crimes Program: Part 2 — Salzburg 


The relocation to Salzburg meant a change from the 7708 War Crimes 
Group to the Judge Advocate Section. Pinter was promoted to Chief De- 
fense Counsel in Austria (Text I , for the defense in Military Courts was 
performed by American jurists. His residence became the 5-Star Hotel 
“Bristol,” which had apparently been commandeered by the American Oc- 
cupation Power.”®?’ 

About his activities in Salzburg nothing is known. After one year in 
Salzburg (about August 1948) Pinter made a surprising decision: he ap- 
plied for resignation from the service of the U.S. War Department in order 
to settle in Austria as an independent lawyer. This step is unusual. His ap- 
plication is not contained in his Personnel File (or has not been released), 
and so we know nothing about his motives. Financial motives can be ruled 
out, since as a freelance lawyer in Salzburg he could hardly earn more than 
with the War Department.”® Therefore, we must seek the motives in the 
professional field. We do not know which trials Pinter had to take part in 
during his service in Salzburg. Maybe he did not agree with the war crimes 
prosecution policy as it was practiced by the U.S. War Department. Maybe 
he wanted to do something more expedient in helping accused Germans 
and Austrians with his experience in Anglo-Saxon Law and knowledge of 
the English language. But all this is mere speculation. 

The last document available from Pinter’s Personnel File”? is a Notifica- 
tion of Personnel Action: “Resignation upon completion of minimum peri- 
od of employment for the purpose of engaging in the private practice of 
Law in Austria.” Pinter is subject to the restriction to practice only before 
Military and Military Government Courts, not before Austrian courts. He 
retains some minor privileges, but has to waive others, e.g. his shopping 
privileges at the PX (post exchange, a store for American occupation per- 
sonnel exclusively) and government transportation to the United States. 

About November 1948 Pinter applies for a US passport in Vienna, 
which is issued on December 17th, 1948. Meantime, he had to leave the 
“Bristol,” and move to the modest Gasthof “Ziegelstadl” in Salzburg- 
Aigen. At this time Pinter is visited by his sister and her daughter from 
Burgenland. His niece, then 25 and today over 80, still lives in Deutsch- 
Schiitzen and recalls well that visit with “Uncle Stephan.”*° 


Pinter in Mauthausen? 


Pinter’s name is in a strange way connected to the former concentration 
camp Mauthausen. This camp had been taken on May Sth, 1945 by Ameri- 
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can troops, who immediately started an investigation of atrocities by the 
SS. The results were set forth in a report?! dated June 17th, 1945, where the 
existence of a gas chamber is mentioned. Pinter was not connected with the 
Mauthausen Trial at Dachau (March 29 — May 13, 1946). 

Mauthausen is situated on north side of the Danube River some kilome- 
tres downstream of Linz, at a straight-line distance of only 120 km from 
Salzburg. But since the Americans had pulled back, the camp lay in the 
Soviet Zone of Austria. It emerges from the so-called Lachout document, 
which surfaced 1987 under mysterious circumstances in Vienna, that in 
1948 there was an Allied Investigation Commission consisting of repre- 
sentatives of the four Allied powers which investigated the camp in order 
to ascertain whether there had been a gas chamber or not. Robert Fauris- 
son, who had flown to Vienna to inform himself about this document, re- 
mained skeptical. Apparently he was the first who recognized that, “if this 
document is genuine and if Emil Lachout is telling the truth”, it would con- 
stitute a verification of Pinter’s letter (Text E), but he he had formulated 
this as a mere possibility and as a question yet to clarify.» It was not long 
thereafter that Emil Lachout stated that “U.S. Colonel Dr. Stephen Pinter” 
had been head of the Allied Commission in Mauthausen and author of a 
(second) Mauthausen report.*? 

However, the (leftist) “cDocumentation Centre of Austrian Resistance” 
(DOW) had from the beginning declared the Lachout Document to be a 
forgery,***> and a recent study has confirmed this accusation.*° There was 
never an Allied Commission in Mauthausen, and therefore Pinter could not 
have been the head of it. This result has been confirmed by a letter (Text I) 
of Pinter that surfaced recently. Apparently answering a question of Robert 
J. Miller, the 85-year-old Pinter wrote in his curt manner: “I had nothing to 
do with Mauthausen.” 


6. The Biographic Lacuna 


The notification of Pinter’s resignation is the last available document from 
his Personnel File. From there all traces of him are lost until about 1954. 
Neither in the list of the Lawyers Bar nor in the City Directory of Salzburg 
is he registered. Thus, we do not know how long he stayed in Salzburg, 
what he did in his job as a lawyer, which cases he was engaged in, whether 
he took part in any war-crimes trials, nor when he left Austria. 

At the beginning of 1949 Pinter might have started his activities as a 
lawyer in Salzburg. About this time presumably his wife died in St. Louis. 
And at some time he must have become acquainted with his second wife 
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Lucia (Lucy), who came from Bavaria. Pinter was about 60 at the time and 
the woman about 40. 

In 1949 emerged the first anonymous text (Text A) that may originate 
with Pinter. The text appears not so much as an article for a broader public 
but rather as a working paper for specialists. The background was the mal- 
feasances of American war-crimes investigators in Germany. The methods 
of some interrogators against the accused were criminal violations of the 
American tradition of justice (Malmedy case). There were protests by 
German bishops and lawyers, and in the U.S. a campaign started under the 
motto: “Stop the hanging machine”. Two Commissions were established to 
investigate the behavior of the war-crimes investigators: first the van Rho- 
den/Simpson Commission (established by U.S. Secretary of the Army 
Kenneth C. Royall) and later the so-called Baldwin Committee (established 
by the U.S. Senate). There were objections to the composition of the Bald- 
win Committee from the beginning, since Baldwin and other members of 
his commission were professionally related with some of the officers 
whom they were investigating. In October 1949 the “Conclusions” of the 
Baldwin Report were read out before the Senate, and the critics found their 
worst apprehensions confirmed. Text A is a critical analysis of the “Con- 
clusions of the Baldwin Report”. It was obviously a professional work that 
could only be performed by a specialist — Pinter? 

In his letter to Our Sunday Visitor (Text E) Pinter mentions “six post- 
war years in Germany and Austria.” Since he came to Dachau in mid- 
January 1946, this would correspond to the time up to January 1952. Ac- 
cordingly Pinter must have returned with his wife to the United States at 
the beginning of 1952. 


The “Warwick Hester’ Problem 


The identity of the author of Text C is one of the most fascinating prob- 
lems connected with Pinter. The mysterious “Dr. Warwick Hester” is a 
“Great Unknown”, since the name is doubtless a pseudonym and we do not 
know his real identity. Was it Pinter? Warwick Hester mentions some unu- 
sual journeys for that time: Barcelona, Cairo, Rio de Janeiro. The purpose 
was to question some former SS members who lived there in exile, and 
who all had witnessed and confirmed grave war crimes and atrocities 
committed by Germans (Text C). Doesn’t that fit very well with a lawyer 
who is engaged in the defence of such clients? Considering the years 1949- 
1951, where nothing is known about Pinter, he had time enough to under- 
take those journeys. 
Also Mauthausen camp is mentioned by Warwick Hester: 
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“The fifth of this strange category of men was a former SS soldier, who 
pretended he had belonged for a time to the guard unit of Mauthausen. 
He told me there had been gas chambers where not only Jews, but also 
other inmates had been killed. He himself had not seen that, but it was 
no secret in the camp. I [Warwick] visited this camp in the same year. 
Even the Jews did not pretend that humans had been gassed there. 
There was no installation which in any way could be used [for that pur- 
pose...]” 


It would be interesting to know when Warwick had been in Mauthausen. 
When he spoke with the above-mentioned SS man, he had not yet seen the 
camp. Many years later the 85-year-old Pinter wrote that he had nothing to 
do with Mauthausen (Text I). But this formulation does not exclude that he 
sometime had visited the camp, and probably Pinter’s statement related 
only to a question of Robert Miller, whether he had been head of the mys- 
terious Allied Mauthausen Commission. In summary, owing to the lack of 
hard data, an identity between “Warwick Hester” and Stephen Pinter can- 
not be proven but can also not be excluded. 

As his niece recalls, Pinter (accompanied by his wife) in 1954 or 1955 
visited his old home Deutsch-Schiitzen — almost 50 years after his emigra- 
tion. Maybe it was in 1955, when Austria regained her sovereignty (May 
15th, 1955), and when American citizens could visit the former Soviet Oc- 
cupation Zone without risk. 


7. From Missouri to California 


Although Pinter on his return to the United States (about 1952) was at an 
age when some people think of retirement, he started again to work as a 
lawyer. Apparently he was appreciated as a specialist for the compensation 
of the “politically and racially persecuted” (which was the correct expres- 
sion in those days), and where he could make use of his law experiences in 
post-war Germany and Austria and his knowledge of the German language. 
Years later he wrote: 


“In general, I wrote many years ago to our local daily newspaper, that 
the allegation of the extermination of the Jewish race was grossly exag- 
gerated, that I had many Jewish clients, who had lived in Germany, Po- 
land and other countries at Hitler’s time and for whom I collected hun- 
dreds of thousands of dollars, thus getting their stories first-hand and 
can state that the SIX MILLION story was a myth.” 
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Considering these activities for Jewish people who had been persecuted 
under the National Socialist regime, and the confidence which he obvious- 
ly enjoyed, one could hardly have blamed Pinter had he become a Nazi 
sympathizer or an anti-Semite. 

In the St. Louis Directory*’ he appears for the first time in the edition of 
1955, which of course does not preclude an earlier return. In Text B the 
anonymous writer mentions that he attended a meeting in Detroit, which 
took place at the beginning of 1954. And “Warwick Hester” sent his article 
(Text C) in the middle of 1954 from the U.S.A. to Buenos Aires. Both are 
compatible with Pinter’s (apparent) whereabouts. 

As late as 1966, Pinter was still registered in the Martindale-Hubbell 
Law Directory. Between 1958 and 1966 he wrote the texts that make him 
so interesting as a witness. Not until 1968, at 80 years of age, did he retire. 
In 1976, at the age of 88 years, he is mentioned in the St. Louis City and 
County Directory for the last time — as “retired”. Apparently in the same 
year he moved with his wife to Southern California, to Hemet, Riverside 
County (near San Diego), where he had purchased a house. 

Pinter was obviously interested in politics and observed the events of 
the day — also in Germany. We know, that he had a correspondence with 
the journalist Helmut Siindermann, who had been the deputy of Reichs- 
pressechef Dr. Dietrich from 1942 to 1945.°8 Possibly he corresponded 
with other partners in Germany or Austria. This is the only explanation for 
the fact that his letter to Sunday Visitor (Text E) in the faraway State of 
Indiana became known so soon in Germany. Thus, Pinter would have 
heard of Siindermann’s trial in Munich (1960), which caused him to help 
the accused with an affidavit (Text F). Also the article for Nation & Euro- 
pa (Text G) may have been caused by Siindermann’s request. And finally it 
was supposedly Stindermann who sent an article from the Coburger Tage- 
blatt to Pinter concerning the former Flossenbiirg camp, with which Pinter 
was “connected” in a special way. This article moved Pinter, then 78, once 
more to a response. 

From occasional remarks in his texts it emerges that Pinter was a con- 
servative man, and this tendency is also recognizable in the earliest texts 
(A, B, C), where we can only presume that they originate from Pinter. 
Thus, the author of Text A tends to the line of Senator Joseph McCarthy 
who committed himself to a thoroughgoing review of the malfeasances 
committed by members of the War Crimes Commissions in Germany. 
Most revealing is Pinter’s remark (Text I) that he corresponded with Austin 
J. App, since App was (at least among German-Americans) a well-known 
personality. 
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Dr. Austin Joseph App, born the son of German immigrants in 1902 in 
Milwaukee, Wis., was a professor for English language and literature at the 
(Jesuit) University of Scranton, Pa. and at the (Catholic) La Salle College, 
Philadelphia, Pa. Thus, App as well as Pinter were Catholic, conservative 
German-Americans. Both of them were among the earliest American revi- 
sionists of the Second World War, although App sought publicity whereas 
Pinter went public only on a few occasions. It is probably a mere accident 
but symptomatic, that in the Anthologie révisionniste Pinter’s famous letter 
to the editor (Text E) is directly followed by a letter of Austin App. 

Since 1942 App had criticized Roosevelt’s politics in articles and letters 
to editors and politicians.*° After the war App became founder and presi- 
dent of the “Federation of American Citizens of German Descent’. As a 
“lone wolf’ he published numerous articles and brochures, in which he 
pleaded for the defeated Germans.*° In 1952 he organized an “American- 
German Friendship Rally”, where Senator McCarthy was expected to 
speak (threats of counter-demonstrations led him to withdraw). App found 
little support by the American mass media, and thus, his articles were 
printed mostly by obscure German-American or Catholic publishers. In the 
1960s Austin J. App visited the Federal Republic of Germany several times 
and worked up to his old age for American-German understanding. He 
died in 1984. 

We may assume that Pinter agreed in principle with App’s point of 
view. Like App (and McCarthy, too) he had his roots in the Roman Catho- 
lic faith. He read his Sunday Visitor regularly. He was at odds with one of 
his sisters who also lived in the United States since she had converted to a 
Protestant church.*! In his last years he went almost daily to Mass. Stephen 
F. (Franz Stephan) Pinter died on March 30th, 1985, 96 years old, in 
Hemet, Riverside County, California. 

Mrs. Lucia Pinter, born May 17th, 1907, survived her husband by 14 
years. She died on Nov. 18th, 1999, at age 92, in Hemet. The estate went to 
relatives of hers in Germany, including the house in Hemet. A lady who 
had been a neighbor to the Pinters was kind enough to forward a letter to 
the heirs who live in Germany (address not disclosed). Finally — what a 
chance to discover some unknown “Pinter papers”! But the heirs refused 
any contact. Alas — maybe they had at least a photo of Stephen F. Pinter. 


Notes 


An earlier version of this article appeared in German in Vierteljahreshefte fur freie 
Geschichtsforschung Volume 9, Number 3. April 2006. 
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A Postcard from Treblinka 


Thomas Dalton 


The following is a true account of my personal visit to the camp. Certain 
names and dates have been changed to protect privacy. All photos are my 
own. 


id-summer, Warsaw. Partly sunny, mild — a nice day to visit a 
Me camp. I had just finished with an academic conference in 

the suburbs of Warsaw, and had one free day (a Tuesday) before 
moving on to my next European engagement. This was very fortunate, as I 
knew that the Treblinka concentration camp was only some 100 km away, 
and I was very much hoping for a chance to see it in person. My local 
Polish contacts were supportive, if slightly puzzled why an American pro- 
fessor of humanities would bother visiting a place “with nothing there to 
see.” But I insisted, and so they complied. A Polish colleague, Lech, 
agreed to travel with me. He had no car, so we booked a taxi — reasonably 
priced, considering the distance — and by 9:30 am we were on our way to 
Treblinka. 

We would not be arriving as mere tourists. Another colleague previous- 
ly contacted the camp and spoke with museum director Edward Kopowka. 
He agreed to meet with us, show us the small museum, and then walk the 
camp grounds with us for two full hours. Good luck for us, though perhaps 
not for him. 

We made good time, arriving in Malkinia before 10:30 am, and only 
some 10 km from the camp. But then a problem: the bridge over the Bug 
River was out of service. We would have to go down to the next crossing 
at Leg Nurski, about 20 km away, and then work our way back to the 
camp. This little detour threw our Warsaw-based cabbie for a loop, and 
with signage virtually nonexistent, I knew we were in a bit of a fix. So, we 
crossed the river, worked our way down to Kosow Lacki, stopped two or 
three times for directions, drove up past Wolka Okraglik, and on to the en- 
trance of the camp — after 45 extra minutes. But we were there. We drove 
right in — no gate, no guard, no entrance fee — and parked. Only two other 
cars in the lot, a relief; no Auschwitz-style Disneyland here. 

Lech and I walked over to the small museum (Photo 1). Edward was in 
his office, ready to see us. He was a clean-cut fellow, probably in his late 
40s, and seemed happy to have us. Lech introduced us (in Polish), and I 
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immediately learned that Edward “spoke no English.” Lech would have to 
translate back and forth — a bit of an inconvenience, I thought, and strange 
for someone whose job it is to interact with many visitors. But here I was 
the foreigner, so I couldn’t much complain. 

Inside the museum we viewed a large wall map, showing both the labor 


portion of the camp (Treblinka 
I), and the “extermination” 
zone, Treblinka IH — see Photo 
2. We were presently located 
at the far right, near the park- 
ing “P”, with the museum 
marked “M”’. 

Edward then introduced to 
us — with Lech patiently trans- 
lating — a large scale model of 
the extermination camp (Photo 
3). Edward explained the 
standard extermination pro- 
cess: the arriving train cars, the 
separation by sexes, the “tube” 
pathway to the gas chambers, 
and then the gassing itself — 
with diesel engine exhaust. Not 
being your typical ignorant 
tourist, I asked if diesel ex- 
haust had enough carbon mon- 
oxide to efficiently kill masses 
of people. Edward’s answer: 
the Germans used “dirty fuel’! 
This was a new one for me; I 
am unaware of any witness or 
perpetrator describing the de- 
liberate use of contaminated 
diesel fuel in order to increase 
CO content, nor do I know if it 
would even work. But it was 
an interesting response. Evi- 
dently, he knew that ordinary 
diesel exhaust cannot kill 
masses of people, so the story 


Photo 2: Camp layout. 


== 


Photo 3: Scale model of extermination 


camp. 
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had to be modified. But who am I to challenge the director of the Treblinka 


Museum himself? 


Edward then explained that a total of 912,000 people were killed over 
the brief, 11-month lifetime of the camp. In fact, this is precisely the figure 
offered by Manfred Burba in his 1995 German book, Treblinka. ies Ed- 


ward preferred this number 
over the other “expert” esti- 
mates — including van Pelt’s 
750,000, Hilberg’s 800,000, 
Arad’s 870,000, or Benz’s 
974,000 — he did not say. 

Of the 912,000, the first 
700,000 were initially buried 
in mass graves, he said, and 
then later exhumed for crema- 
tion on open-air pyres — the 
usual story, but rife with 
problems. He pointedly did 
not discuss the timeframe, so 
I asked (knowing already) if 
all 700,000 were buried first, 
prior to exhumation. He hesi- 
tated, but finally answered 

es.” So I asked: where ex- 
actly were these 700,000 bod- 
ies buried? He pointed to a 
few areas marked “mass 
grave” on the model. And 
how much space did they re- 
quire? A lot, he said. How 
deep were the graves?, I 
asked. Eight meters — some 
26 feet, a very impressive 
hole. Isn’t there a ground wa- 
ter problem here, I asked, be- 
ing a flat landscape so close 
to the Bug River? Not a con- 
cern, Edward replied; the wa- 
ter table is some 10 meters 
deep. No problems here! 
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Photo 4: Symbolic camp entrance. 


Photo 5: Symbolic camp fence. 


Photo 6: Symbolic railroad tracks. 
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We then proceeded to walk to the extermination camp. One quickly no- 
tices that many things about the camp are “symbolic”: symbolic camp en- 
trance (Photo 4), symbolic fence (Photo 5), symbolic railroad tracks (Photo 
6). Necessary, Edward says, because the Nazis obliterated every trace of 
the original camp. How convenient, I thought to myself. 

Along the way we passed a large map of the camp area (Photo 7). Un- 


fortunately, it bore little re- 
semblance to the present me- 
morial layout, and it was 
nearly impossible to locate 
the various “symbolic” mark- 
ers that we had seen. But per- 
haps it was just as well — few- 
er difficult questions to an- 
swer this way. 

Soon enough we arrived at 
the pathway (the symbolic 
“tube’’) that led to the famous 
central monument: a_ toad- 
stool-like monolith located at 
the very spot of the alleged 
gas chambers (Photo 8). Here 
we were, at the heart of Tre- 
blinka, the site of the most 
horrendous kill rate of the 
entire Holocaust: of the 
912,000 victims, 837,000 
were killed in just six months 
of 1942, according to the 
camp’s (and Burba’s) “offi- 
cial” tally. (The remaining 
75,000 died in 1943.) This 
works out to nearly 140,000 
per month, 35,000 per week, 
or 5,000 per day, every day, 
rain or shine, for six months. 
Not even Auschwitz during 
the alleged Hungarian massa- 
cre could match this rate. 


pee 


Photo 7: Camp layout. 


Photo 8: - Central monument, marking the 
gas chambers. 


Photo 9: Symbolic cremation pit. 
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Surprisingly, gassing that |. 
many people per day was no | 
problem, on the traditional 
view. Treblinka had, for most 
of its existence, 10 chambers 
with a combined capacity of 
nearly 40,000 gassings per 
day; 5,000 would have been a 
walk in the park. Corpse dis- 
posal, on the other hand, 
would have been a nightmare. 
Burying the first 700,000 vic- 
tims would have required 
astoundingly huge graves. If 
we accept Arad’s claim of 
four such graves, each would 
have had to be something like 
15 x 120 meters in area, and 8 
meters deep (as Edward 
claimed), to hold all those 
bodies. Combined, this is an 
area equivalent to 1.4 times as 
large as a professional American football field, and 26 feet deep. (And 
where did they put all that dirt, by the way?) Upon dumping the bodies for 
nine months, the Germans then, allegedly, covered the whole mess up — 
just in time to change their minds and decide to burn them all. 

So they uncovered the graves, dredged up 700,000 rotting, decaying 
corpses, and dragged them over to...a fire pit. To burn them all. Down to 
pure ash, down to nothing. In the open air. Using wood logs. I asked Ed- 
ward where this miracle happened. He walked us over to the “symbolic” 
pit where the Germans had constructed grills of elevated railway rails, on 
which they could stack the corpses — see Photos 9 and 10. Wood was 
placed underneath, ignited, and the bodies all but vaporized. And not only 
did they have the 700,000 exhumed corpses, but they also had to contend 
with the ongoing supply of 212,000 “fresh” bodies that were still being 
gassed — at a rate of 5,000 per day. All 912,000 bodies, reduced to ash, in 
the very spot we were standing. And they did this in just 16 weeks, accord- 
ing to the experts — more than 8,000 per day, every day. Those Germans 
were brilliant indeed, and efficient. 


Photo 10: Edward Kopowka, at the ash 
pit. 
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Where is the ash?, I asked. It’s still in the ground, said Edward. He 
reached down, scraped around in the dirt with his hand, and said, “Here is 
some.” He handed me 5 or 6 bits of something that certainly looked like 
ash: two were black (wood ash?), one was grey, and two white — bone 
fragments, perhaps? I was quite impressed: here in my hand were the likely 
remains of actual Treblinka victims. I stuffed the bits of ash in my pocket. I 
have them still. 

During our discussion the question of excavations arose. On the tradi- 
tional view, the ash was reburied in the graves that held the bodies; even 
today, there would be literally tons of it remaining. But as we know, there 
have been no attempts to unearth evidence of mass graves, or to measure or 
quantify ashes or human remains — not one single attempt, in nearly 70 
years. It is almost as if the powers that be did not want to confirm the truth. 
Perhaps they suspected, in the back of their minds, that the conventional 
storyline would not hold up. So, I was quite surprised to hear that a team 
from Birmingham University (UK) was preparing to conduct a non-inva- 
sive study of the mass graves, using a ground-penetrating radar. I made a 
note to myself to follow the progress of this very interesting development. 

Our time about up, we walked on back to the museum. Along the way 
we stopped at a little gift-shop kiosk and purchased two small books: a 
photo album titled Treblinka: The Stones Are Silent (2007) and a historical 
overview, Treblinka II — The Death Camp (2007). The latter reiterated that 
“around 900,000” Jews were killed there, but it included a surprising statis- 
tic: “one third of the deportees were dead or on the verge of death when 
they reached [the camp]” (p. 9). This was a shock: something like 200,000 
or 250,000 of the Treblinka victims were dead on arrival? I am unaware of 
this estimate in any conventional academic work; it would significantly 
alter the whole story. 

The book also mentions the 10 gas chambers, each of 16 square meters 
in area, which could collectively gas “up to 5000 victims at a time” (p. 13). 
So: 500 victims per room, which works out to 3/ persons per square meter 
of area. Evidently the authors count on the reader being incapable of basic 
math — otherwise they wouldn’t put forth this obvious nonsense. 

Such was my day in Treblinka. Back in the parking lot, our cabbie was 
waiting — arising from a little nap. His time might have been better spent. 
Heading back to Warsaw we took “the direct route,” meaning, we got lost 
three more times. Finally, two hungry hours later, we arrived back at our 
hotel. Quite a day. I wouldn’t have missed it for the world. 
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Postscript 


For a long time after my visit, I heard nothing at all about any Birmingham 
study of the camp using ground-penetrating radar. I was disappointed, but 
not surprised. Then to my astonishment, just one week ago, came a blazing 
headline in the British paper The Daily Mail: “British archaeologist de- 
stroys Holocaust deniers’ argument with mass grave find at Treblinka” (18 
January 2012). The short article reads, in part: 

A British forensic archaeologist has unearthed fresh evidence to prove 
the existence of mass graves at the Nazi death camp Treblinka — scupper- 
ing the claims of Holocaust deniers who say it was merely a transit camp. 
... Forensic archaeologist Caroline Sturdy Colls has now undertaken the 
first coordinated scientific attempt to locate the graves. 

Ms. Colls is quoted as follows: 


“T’ve identified a number of buried pits using geophysical techniques. 
These are considerable in size, and very deep, one in particular is 26 by 
17 meters.” 


This is the full extent of the details that we are offered — a very strong sign 
that Ms. Colls did not, in fact, “destroy” the revisionists’ arguments. The 
presumably largest grave is 26 by 17 meters, or 442 square meters in area. 
Recall above where I noted that the orthodox story requires a total grave 
area of roughly 7200 square meters. So Ms. Colls’s one large grave is 
about 6% of the necessary area. She claims to have found “a number” of 
graves, but unless this was something like 30 or 40, she is far short of the 
mark. More likely, of course, the “number” was quite small, or we would 
surely have been given specifics. 

I would further add that, on the revisionist thesis, many thousands of 
people did indeed die in the camp, of various causes. A high-volume transit 
camp would have received thousands of incoming dead (recall the “one 
third” statistic above), and many more would have died of disease and, yes, 
execution (likely by bullet) at the camp. So, it is fully expected that mass 
graves exist in the camp. But the anticipated number of victims is much 
smaller — perhaps 10% of those claimed. Thus, we might expect to see a 
total grave volume of around 10,000 to 12,000 cubic meters, rather than the 
120,000 required by the conventional account. 

So, what grave volume did Ms. Colls find? BBC Radio 4 ran a 30- 
minute exclusive story on this event, on January 23. She spoke several 
times, but offered very few additional details. She confirmed that a “num- 
ber” of graves were found, with the largest as mentioned above. But of 
course, we also need to know how deep they are. The newspaper article 
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quoted her as saying they were “very deep.” But it turns out that her high- 
tech ground-scanning system cannot record the depth! All she knows is 
that the graves are “at least 4 meters deep” — evidently the scanning limit 
of her system. Unbelievable. This is a case of either blinding incompe- 
tence, or willful neglect. Any serious attempt to understand the graves 
would have obviously recorded their depth, at least to the full 8 meters 
claimed by Edward Kopowka. As it is, and for all she knows, the graves 
may indeed be no more than 4 meters deep — in which case, her large “26 x 
17” grave is a mere 3% of the needed size. 

Colls added one further fact on the radio program: the “main area” for 
graves, right behind the presumed gas chambers, showed evidence of “five 
graves in a row.” And all five, presumably, are significantly smaller than 
her largest. This again suggests that she has found only a small fraction of 
the necessary grave area. The conventional story, and the 700,000 buried 
corpses, may well have been fatally undermined by this latest discovery. 
But we won’t know until we see the details of her report — if they ever 
reach the light of day. 

Lacking the details, it’s hard to draw firm conclusions. But all signs 
point in one direction. They imply that, as at Belzec, ground surveys pro- 
vide far more support for the revisionist thesis than the traditional one. 
Things are looking up; the truth is at hand. 
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REVIEW 


The Wandering Who 
A Study of Jewish Identity Politics 


reviewed by Ezra MacVie 


The Wandering Who: A Study of Jewish Identity Politics, by Gilad Atzmon. 
Zero Books, Washington, D.C, 2011, 202 pp. US $14.95/UK £8.99 


Gilad Atzmon is a case study. It is a study of the situation of mastery 

by a Zionist cabal over the foreign policies of the United States and the 
United Kingdom and of the critical centers of public opinion that guide 
these policies. What makes this subject a case is the broader conception of 
Jewish-led enterprises as a sort of evolved parasite first infesting, then con- 
trolling institutions and structures of human organization generally, going 
back to hosts as ancient as the Roman Empire. Whenever and wherever 
systems of human order and power have developed to a scale that justifies 
the effort, strategic networks organized and staffed largely by Jews have 
sprung up to move matters in the directions that favor them (the major ex- 
ceptions to date seemingly confined to East Asia). This applies not only to 
empires and republics, but to dictatorships, kingdoms, professions, labor 
unions, media, banks, and supra-national organizations — wherever power 
of any sort intersects organization of any kind. 

The case Atzmon delineates in 202 trenchant, eminently readable pages 
is a beast in whose belly — Israel — he was born and raised, up to and in- 
cluding a stint in the vaunted Israeli Defense Forces, in which the future 
saxophonist’s billet was in a military band that he reports played as badly 
as possible in order to keep its future workload to a minimum. But 
Atzmon’s experiences were not limited to blowing the horns such as those 
with which his ancient forebears reduced the walls of Jericho. He also wit- 
nesses numerous cases, described in this book, of cruelty and murder visit- 
ed by his comrades-in-arms on their hapless opponents, the natives of the 
Palestine that Israel is relentlessly swallowing up in the finest traditions of 
the ancient Roman and all succeeding empires. 

It was primarily these experiences that opened the young jazzman’s 
eyes to the inhumanity of the Zionist project in the Middle East, one to 


|: a way, this latest book by Israeli-British saxophonist-commentator 
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which his own parents and grandparents zero 
ooks 


had been fervently — fanatically — devot- 
ed throughout his life. His account is, 
however, not excessively personal be- 
yond the undeniable fact that his pub- 
lishing it places him squarely in his sub- 
jects’ murderous crosshairs. While there 

is a grippingly human “personal jour- THE 

ney” to be discerned in the thread of its 

argument, this is not an autobiography. WA N 0 F Ri | N E 
At a time now well over a decade past, 7 

Atzmon left the fold of his native coun- WH 0 : 

try and its noxious ambitions and took 
up residence in a place at least relatively JBSUIAURUa US A aL 
distanced from it: Britain. But even in 
the heart of a distant empire whose own 
death throes gave rise to Israel, he finds Cover reproduced with 
himself monitored and hectored by permission of Gilad Atzmon 
agents — sayanim, as they are called in 

Hebrew — of the perfidy he fled. So, perhaps for that reason, he has turned 
to make his stand, to fight a fight he would have no chance of being able to 
fight on his native soil. 

He conducts this fight informed by a distinctly “left” (perhaps collectiv- 
ist) vision, no doubt a vestige of his origins in the “tiny, far-away, socialist 
theocracy,” as Joseph Sobran once memorably styled it. His second chapter 
is titled “Credit Crunch or Zio Punch,” in which he details a correct view 
of recent economic developments as arising from the policies of the Jewish 
Chairman of the Board of Governors of the US Federal Reserve Alan 
Greenspan. He styles Greenspan as formulating his policies in league with 
“capitalists” whose own satanic profit motive expels them irretrievably 
from the pale of the righteous, or even the respectable, in doing which 
Atzmon conflates the inherent adaptability of entrepreneurs to pernicious 
government policies with complicity in those policies. This jaundiced view 
of private enterprise is effectively confined to the one chapter in which it 
appears, and does not spoil even that chapter. It only leaves this reader with 
the disturbing suspicion that Atzmon might actually envision some statist 
(or law-based) solution to the problems he laments — a solution that, as his- 
tory has amply demonstrated, invites back in the very Problem (see first 
paragraph above) that he seeks to abate. 
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In his penultimate chapter “Truth, History and Integrity,” Atzmon dev- 
astatingly exposes the myriad ways in which the Israeli juggernaut defends, 
expands, exploits the myths of the Holocaust to serve its own evil agenda. 
He even confesses an innocent reaction as a teenager upon first confronting 
the noise generated by this program: “I wondered why they bragged so 
much about being resented” — an unassailably logical reaction that invites 
comparison with the wonderment of another innocent child as he beheld 
crowds ogling the magnificent raiment of an utterly naked emperor. His 
analysis of the exploitation of this mendacious narrative is conclusive: yes- 
terday’s “victims” are today’s perpetrators, shielded by the tragic legacy 
borne for the most part by the parents or grandparents of some of them. 
And those perpetrators do all they can to make the most of that legacy, 
even to flying their young to the Polish sites of concentration camps in or- 
der to imbue in their minds the sights and sounds of a place where terrible 
things must have been done to ... people those young might suppose they 
might somehow be descended from. 

The final chapter, “Being in Time,” is by far the most philosophical of a 
book thoroughly laced with deep understandings of both personal and 
group emotions and dynamics, including perspectives in full depth over the 
course of time measured in centuries and, in fact, millennia. In a few short 
pages, “Being in Time” delivers a fundamental definition of historical un- 
derstanding that will delight the soul of any committed revisionist, whether 
of the specific histories concerned with Atzmon’s story or the history of 
any other times and places whatsoever. And through the lens of this con- 
cisely delineated metahistory, he is able to describe the distortions charac- 
teristic of Jewish/Zionist thought that offers an appreciation of profound 
import. 

From Britain, Atzmon has been at a disadvantage to witness and chron- 
icle the takeover of the mind, if not the heart, of the American Behemoth 
for purposes of world domination. America, however, is large and im- 
portant and open enough (still) to be observed in considerable detail from a 
distance, particularly for a speaker of English. Atzmon in fact has toured 
the United States in person with his jazz ensemble, along with many other 
countries besides. But ultimately it is his heritage in the dragon’s very bos- 
om that enables him to deliver a penetrating perspective of its nature, its 
aims, and its methods. 

In the end, the work is an object demonstration of what George Orwell 
meant when he wrote, in 1/984, “He who controls the past, controls the fu- 
ture.” 
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Find out where The Wandering Who? can be bought: 
— https://www.findbookprices.com/ 
— https://www.bookfinder.com 


— https://www.booksprice.com 
— https://www.addall.com 


Or get it from the author directly: www.gilad.co.uk 
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COMMENTS 


The Palestinians as an “Invented People” 
Rich Siegel 


transliterated from Egyptian hieroglyphics as “P-I-s-t”, is found in 

numerous Egyptian documents referring to a neighboring people or 
land starting from around 1150 BC. The “Philistine” States existed concur- 
rently with the ancient Kingdoms of Israel and Judah, making up the 
coastal plain below Jaffa and south to Gaza. In the 5th Century BC Hero- 
dutus wrote of a “district of Syria, called Palestine”. About a century later, 
Aristotle described the Dead Sea in Meteorology and located it in Pales- 
tine: 


r Nhe name “Palestine” has been around for a long time. “Peleset”, 


“Again if, as is fabled, there is a lake in Palestine, such that if you bind 
aman or beast and throw it in it floats and does not sink, this would 
bear out what we have said. They say that this lake is so bitter and salty 
that no fish live in it and that if you soak clothes in it and shake them it 
cleans them.” 


This writer has had the misfortunate of frequently engaging in debates with 
Zionists (a bad habit I need to kick!) who often tend to seize on small ide- 
as. “When did the Palestinians ever have their own country?” In order to 
win such an argument, one would have to reduce oneself to their terms, and 
produce a map that shows a country and borders: “Palestinian Kingdom, 
1587- 1702”, and then let them present their map of ancient Israel and Ju- 
dea, and then get into a wrestling match the winner of which would claim 
the territory for their own. Or perhaps the issue would be better settled the 
way the New York colony won Staten Island from New Jersey: with a boat 
race. If the goal is exclusivity, as it always has been with Zionism, then the 
only criterion in achieving it is winning, whether a war or a race. 

There was no 17"-Century Palestinian Kingdom, or 18"- or 19""-. There 
were, prior to Allied victory in World War One and the League of Nations 
“mandates” which granted European powers control of the region, various 
provinces in a larger Ottoman empire, ruled from Istanbul (previously 
known as Constantinople, and before that, Byzantium), much as there are 
today various American states governed from Washington. Objectors will 
cry “Foul!”, as Americans are governed by Americans in Washington, 
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“A Coffee-house in Palestine.” Scanned from a period stereoscope card. 

Printed by Keystone View Company, Manufacturers and Publishers, 

Meaoville Pennsylvania & St. Louis Missouri. Copyright 1900 by B. L. 
Singley. Photo is in the Public Domain, via Wikimedia Commons 


whereas Arabs were governed by Turks, a different ethnic group with a 
different language. Fine. So, I modify my comparison to the Spanish 
speaking Puerto Ricans governed from Washington, or the French speak- 
ing Quebecois governed from Ottawa. Neither the Puerto Ricans nor the 
French Canadians are being ethnically cleansed. 

Prior to Zionism, there was no need for the Arabs of Palestine to focus 
on Palestinian identity. They were citizens of the Ottoman Empire. When, 
during the mandate years the British made contradictory promises to the 
Zionists and the Arabs, and the Arabs expected, and had the right to ex- 
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pect, eventual self-rule, it was certainly not a foregone conclusion that 
there was going to be an independent Palestine. Palestinians might well 
have been a part of a larger South Syria, or of a Greater Syria, and happily 
so. They certainly would not have been ethnically cleansed under those 
circumstances. The Arabs of Palestine have always had their own distinct 
Arabic dialect, and various other cultural attributes that set them apart from 
other regional Arab cultures, but that was never particularly relevant. Many 
various subcultures existed within the Ottoman Empire, and continued to 
exist within British and French mandates. 

Interestingly, during the years of the Yishuv, the pre-Israeli-statehood 
Zionist community in Palestine, Jewish-Zionist settlers called themselves 
“Palestinians”. In this way, the Zionists ironically affirmed the thing that 
many of them wish now to deny: Palestinian identity. In 1948, amid the 
massacres and military forced mass expulsions of the “nakba” (Arabic for 
catastrophe, the name commonly given to the events of 1948), when the 
state of “Israel” was declared, all of the Jews who had been calling them- 
selves Palestinians became “Israelis”, and when the dust cleared, the Arabs 
who remained within the green line became “Arab Israelis”, like it or not. 
(It was not known until the state of “Israel” was declared, what it was to be 
named. “Zion” was considered as a possibility, but rejected, as the result 
would have necessitated referring to “Arab Israelis”, the Arab citizens of 
Israel, as “Arab Zionists”’.) 

The designation “Palestinian” was more actively embraced beginning in 
1964, with the forming of the PLO (Palestine Liberation Organization), 
this out of necessity, because a people who had been ethnically cleansed, 
who were in a state of shock and humiliation, and who were desperate to 
recover and regain what was rightfully theirs, found it useful to rally 
around symbols representing themselves: A name and a flag are two of the 
basics. 

Golda Meir famously said in 1969, during her tenure as Israeli prime 
minister: 

“There were no such thing as Palestinians. When was there an inde- 

pendent Palestinian people with a Palestinian state? It was either 

southern Syria before the First World War, and then it was a Palestine 
including Jordan. It was not as though there was a Palestinian people 
in Palestine considering itself as a Palestinian people and we came and 
threw them out and took their country away from them. They did not ex- 


” 


ist. 
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Golda is actually right on this point and that point. I would not have been 
able to show her a map that says “Kingdom of Palestine” or “Grand Duchy 
of Palestine” or any of dozens of designations that might have satisfied her. 
But this I can say for sure: There were human beings on that land, and they 
had been there all their lives, and their families for many generations be- 
fore them down through the centuries. And many of them were actually 
descended from ancient Jews who later converted to Christianity and Is- 
lam, while our ancestors, Golda’s and mine- the Ashkenazi Jews, were 
converting to Judaism in the Khazar Kingdom on the shores of the Caspian 
Sea. 

Golda actually knew when making this statement, the information 
which has become available to the general public in the decades since: We 
Jews did come and throw them out and take their country away from them. 
It’s been thoroughly documented. It wasn’t, when she made this statement 
in 1969. She was able to get away with it then. But since then, an entire 
generation of Jewish-Israeli scholars, (and many others, but we Jews need 
to hear it from Jews first!) has carefully documented the ethnic cleansing 
of Palestine and presented the history that she personally knew, but active- 
ly hid and denied. She and her colleagues concealed the truth from Jewish 
supporters of Israel all over the world including my family, who taught me 
lies quite innocently, because they didn’t know any better. 

In 1984 a book written by Joan Peters, entitled From Time Immemorial: 
The Origins of the Arab-Jewish Conflict over Palestine, was released to the 
world. The book claimed that the Palestinians were not resident in Pales- 
tine long-term, but were recent arrivals, having come to take advantage of 
economic opportunities in Palestine which were largely the result of Zion- 
ist Jewish settlement. What a perfect way for us Zionist Jews to massage 
ourselves (I was one at the time!) and drive a wedge between ourselves and 
the growing awareness about Palestine in the world around us! So, it really 
was a “land without people for a people without a land”! Those Arabs were 
all immigrants! And how ungrateful that they hate us after all the oppor- 
tunity we gave them! A wave of related claims surfaced among the Zionist 
community. An essay by Mark Twain describing his touring of a sparsely 
populated 19"-Century Palestine, was offered up into the mix of “Palestin- 
ian-denier” evidence. Twain, whose writing was full of humorous and iron- 
ic opposition to human bullshit, was no doubt rolling in his grave over this. 
And claims were often heard that prominent Palestinians, from Edward 
Said to Yassir Arafat, were “not really Palestinian”. 

Enter another book, in 2003, The Case for Israel by Alan Dershowitz. 
In case 19 intervening years had given anyone a memory lapse since the 
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publication of Peters’s book, Dershowitz borrowed heavily from same, 
giving the same statistics and making the same conclusions. 

Enter yet another book, but this one very different: In Beyond Chutz- 
pah: On the Misuse of Anti-Semitism and the Abuse of History, published 
in 2005, Norman G. Finkelstein exposed Peters’s statistics as fraudulent, 
and with that revelation both her argument and that of Dershowitz, col- 
lapsed. However, the damage is done among those who wish to ignore 
Finkelstein, and there are many! “Isn’t he a holocaust denier?”, I’ve been 
asked. I respond: “No. His parents were holocaust survivors.” Zionists 
have long used a familiar tactic against those who challenge their propa- 
ganda: Defamation. And so the lies persist. This writer still has people put- 
ting From Time Immemorial in his face to prove their argument. They re- 
fuse to be embarrassed. 

At the time of this writing (January 2012), the American public is being 
treated to an entertainment we get every four years: the run up to our presi- 
dential election. As the Democratic candidate will obviously be the incum- 
bent, we are witnessing the Republican candidates claw at each other in 
their striving to win support for the Republican nomination. Enter a bil- 
lionaire Jewish American Zionist named Sheldon Adelson, casino magnate 
and the 8th wealthiest American alive, who along with his wife has donat- 
ed $10 million to candidate Newt Gingrich. Adelson, whose holdings in- 
clude the Israeli newspaper Israel HaYom (Israel Today) made some inter- 
esting statements while in Israel at an Israel Media Watch event in 2010: 


“Tam not Israeli. The uniform that I wore in the military, unfortunately, 
was not an Israeli uniform. It was an American uniform, although my 
wife was in the IDF and one of my daughters was in the IDF ... our two 
little boys, one of whom will be bar mitzvahed tomorrow, hopefully he'll 
come back— his hobby is shooting — and he’ll come back and be a snip- 
er for the IDF.” 


And: 


“All we (the Adelson family) care about is being good Zionists, being 
good citizens of Israel, because even though I am not Israeli born, Isra- 
el is in my heart.” 


Does it sound like this guy has “divided loyalties?” Maybe like the Jewish 
neocons in the Bush administration who got us to fight a proxy war for Is- 
rael in Iraq? No- you can’t say that! It would be “anti-Semitic”! 

So, is it any wonder that Newt Gingrich has made the utterly incorrect 
and profoundly idiotic statement that he has made about the Palestinians 
being an “invented” people? It has nothing to do with any education on the 
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subject of the history, or any awareness of the current situation. It’s simply 
a question of wanting to win, and of reiterating nonsense he has heard in 
conversations with a very rich and generous supporter, nonsense which 
jives with the general impressions that Americans get from our Zionist- 
controlled media, and that no doubt circulate in Gingrich’s Republican cir- 
cles. Does anyone think Gingrich has read Finkelstein? I doubt it! And if 
he did, would he turn down $10 million in favor of truth and justice? 

The people native to the land of Palestine were not “invented”. It is in- 
deed unfortunate that someone who is supposedly educated, and who has 
achieved position in life where he is poised to potentially become the next 
president of the United States, is putting forth such foolishness. 
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Relegation — A Formula for Blowback 
Jett Rucker 


sion that is as close as this issue’s editorial, in which Richard Wid- 

mann reports the peremptory expungement of Inconvenient Histo- 
ry’s two bound annual books of our Website’s articles from the offerings 
of their erstwhile publisher, Lulu Publishing. Not only are our laboriously 
compiled books no longer listed in Lulu’s catalog, they aren’t even sup- 
plied to our own private order. It’s not only not our book, it has in fact be- 
come a nonbook, in the manner of nonpersons as depicted in George Or- 
well’s 1984. 

But for cases where the impermissible thoughts have already been ex- 
pressed (published, spoken, or uploaded), there is yet another evil device in 
the censor’s torture chamber, known technically as censorship after the 
fact. One case of this form of censorship is described in detail in Prof. Dan 
McGowan’s article, also in this issue, in which a gang of his former col- 
leagues at Hobart and William Smith Colleges punished him by circulating 
an e-mail that called for withdrawal of Dr. McGowan’s emeritus professor- 
ship at their institution. He further cites (or recites, actually, verbatim), 
Laird Wilcox’s eight Elements of Ritual Defamation, which represents the 
archetype of a form of punishment by which censorship after the fact is 
commonly practiced. Ritual defamation, as Wilcox originally explained in 
his 1990 essay, “... is the destruction or attempted destruction of the repu- 
tation, status, character or standing in the community of a person or group 
of persons by unfair, wrongful, or malicious speech or publication.” My 
own term for the crime is “reputational terrorism.” 

The primary purposes of reputational terrorism are twofold: (a) to in- 
cent the original offender to desist from any repetitions of his offense — to 
silence him; and (b) to discourage others who might come out publicly in 
agreement with the original offender or with other material in effect com- 
mitting a similar offense — to make an example of the victim. Item (b) can 
work, if the defamation reaches a wide enough audience, makes clear what 
the offense was, and properly intimidates members of the audience without 
inflaming them with disgust or hatred for the defamer. Accusations of 
“Holocaust denial” remain effective for the present thanks to a long tradi- 
tion in the West of training students to reflexively revile people to whom 
such a label is affixed, but overuse of the label together with overtraining 


Pie: censorship is a nefarious but effective form of suppres- 
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in the requisite reaction may be eroding the effectiveness of this particular 
ritual. Where the process is effective in deterring other would-be publiciz- 
ers of a proscribed viewpoint, the censorship-after-the-fact becomes pre- 
emptive censorship, always the preferred form of suppression for undesira- 
ble opinions. 

But Item (a), causing the offender to desist from attacks on whomever 
or whatever the defamer wishes to protect, can backfire badly through var- 
ious mechanisms, including arousing in the victim a desire to avenge the 
defamation by manifesting exactly the reaction he knows unmistakably the 
defamer wishes to discourage. Where once the offender — say, someone 
who expresses a disbelief in the full authenticity of most claims for Holo- 
caust reparations payments — might have doubted, disagreed with, or dis- 
approved of one or two sensitive, but minor points in the ideology or myth 
the defamer wishes to defend, the defamation attracts from its victim a 
greatly increased level of attention and zeal to the entire program that the 
defamer is seen to be protecting. Seeking more points on which to get back 
at his (typically remote, usually anonymous) detractor, the defamed party 
might, in the case just cited, expand his animus from mere fraudulent repa- 
rations claims to the underlying historical claims for the event itself (the 
Holocaust, in this case), discovering and promoting the growing forensics- 
based debunking of major aspects (e.g., gas chambers) of the Holocaust 
legend that has been so carefully and successfully nurtured and propagated 
these 65 years, now. 

Continuing in his quest, the aggrieved victim of reputational terrorism 
might even proceed from broad-spectrum Holocaust revisionism to a re- 
view of the uses various Jewish organizations, the state of Israel foremost 
among these, make of the episode, and discover an entire new world of 
atrocities being justified and obscured by the traditions of the long- 
cultivated Holocaust legend, and take up public opposition to these pro- 
grams as well. In extreme cases, it is readily imaginable that the desire for 
revenge could even lead, in a case like that hypothesized, to anti-Semitism, 
in which the victim is likely still to be committing no moral offense any 
worse than the one that was originally committed against him. 

The foregoing outlines a series of developments culminating possibly in 
full-blown fanaticism, understandably and perversely arising from the mo- 
tive of revenge against those who commit ritual defamation in a treacher- 
ous defense of some ideology or program of propaganda. But compound- 
ing the dynamic and motivation of revenge just described is a further di- 
mension of reaction that, while possibly less calculated or willful, is fully 
as potent in leading the defamed party to a course of action precisely oppo- 
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site to the desired reaction of “standing down,” or even recanting, as some 
Holocaust revisionists have done under various forms of duress or entice- 
ment. This amplifying consequence of ritual defamation, which is entirely 
consistent with the defamer’s frequent desire to actually harm his victim, I 
call “relegation.” It consists of the denial of the defamed party’s alterna- 
tives to (continuing with the illustrative case) public behaviors which got 
him defamed in the first place, including, particularly, whatever profession 
(likely one involving some level of public visibility) the target may have 
been a member of, or preparing to be a member of. 

One rather spectacular case displaying indications of this scenario is 
that of perhaps a leading Holocaust revisionist, Germar Rudolf, formerly of 
Germany. While a candidate for the Ph.D. in chemistry at the University of 
Stuttgart, Rudolf was hired to provide expert testimony in the trial of a per- 
son accused of the crime (in Germany) of Holocaust denial. Rudolf’s tes- 
timony was confined to the subjects of chemistry in which Rudolf was al- 
ready in his late twenties an eminent authority. After the trial, Rudolf’s 
testimony, together with other non-contrite commentary by the defendant 
in the trial, was published as a book in Germany. For his contributions to 
the contents of this book, Rudolf found himself facing criminal charges of 
Holocaust denial. The process of Rudolf’s relegation began with the uni- 
versity’s threatening to withhold the Ph.D. degree for which Rudolf had in 
fact completed his dissertation. 

Denied the premier credential in his chosen field for which he had 
trained for many laborious years, and further feeling a powerful compul- 
sion to resist the pressures being brought to bear on him, Rudolf defiantly 
extended his scientific inquiries into the forensic bases of the Holocaust 
legendry, and branched out into publishing activities through which he dis- 
seminated his consistently earth-shaking discoveries. The one-man ava- 
lanche called Germar Rudolf (no “Dr.” for Herr Rudolf) continued gather- 
ing momentum and force until 2005, when he was finally arrested in the 
United States, taken away from his American wife and child, deported to 
Germany, and there made to stand trial for his “crimes,” at the conclusion 
of which he was sentenced to 30 months in jail. Rudolf shares with his 
thousands of supporters all over the world an eminently justified outrage at 
what he has suffered for voicing his soundly based opinions, and what 
measures this treatment may move him to take now that he has regained his 
freedom fuels the hopes of Holocaust revisionists everywhere. And these 
hopes run squarely and powerfully against the results that obviously were 
hoped for by those who launched their vicious campaign against him so 
long ago. 
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Perversions of this kind are by no means unknown in other areas, and in 
processes other than ritual defamation. In fact, it is punishment for belief, 
or the expression of belief, that leads to the “recidivism” of which the Ru- 
dolf case is but one of many going back through history at least to Martin 
Luther. The perpetual stigmatization by employers, often in compliance 
with governmental regulations, of ordinary criminals who have served their 
terms in prison relegates those who, as the phrase goes, “have paid their 
debt to society” to ways of making a living that are open to ex-convicts — 
that is, crime. So also with “thought crimes” such as Holocaust revision- 
ism, with the exception of the fact that expounding analyses of the evi- 
dence for the Holocaust is for most of us less profitable than, say, robbing 
a bank. But if you are denied your intended career in, say, chemistry as in 
Rudolf’s case, or journalism as in the case of the late commentator Joseph 
Sobran, you are as good as confined to the very sphere of activity from 
which your malefactors obviously intended to dissuade you in the first 
place, especially if you regard its continuation as an ennobling duty rather 
than a degrading necessity. 

It is, perhaps, only just that the perpetrators of reputational terrorism re- 
ceive such fierce blowback as reward for their skullduggery. In the case of 
many such perpetrators, such as the Anti-Defamation League, this blow- 
back only serves their purposes by aggravating the very problem they gain 
their donations for combating, rather like a glazier who discourages van- 
dals from breaking windows by throwing rocks at the vandals — often miss- 
ing and instead breaking the windows. Like arms dealers, they thrive on 
discord, and this how they go about fomenting it, assuming the poses of 
saints even as they do it. 

Every now and then, a well-meaning friend notes how much of my time 
I devote to revisionism and asks, “Don’t you have anything else to do?” 

Of course, I don’t have much else to do. 

Not anymore, anyway. 
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EDITORIAL 


The Clash of the Nobelists 
Jett Rucker 


through the international community when, on April 4, he pub- 

lished a poem in the Siiddeutsche Zeitung titled “What Must Be 
Said.” In that poem, for his first time, he voiced his deep concerns about 
the fact that his country was supplying to Israel, a nuclear power, subma- 
rines from which missiles with nuclear warheads could be launched. In 
fact, Germany has supplied — given, actually — three of these so-called 
Dolphin-class submarines to Israel, and is building three more for the same 
“customer.” 

Grass’s spectacular statement soon drew fire from another Nobel laure- 
ate, one who though of neither nationality, had publicly urged the hatred of 
Germans, and who holds a converse devotion to Israel, Elie Wiesel. This 
winner of the Nobel Prize in Peace, not for the first time, assumed the posi- 
tion of supporting Israel’s bellicose threats against Iran on the charge of 
seeking to develop a nuclear capability to offset that possessed secretly at 
least these 45 years now by Israel. In articles in Israeli and American 
newspapers, the rampant self-styled “survivor” of World War II slave- 
labor camps saw fit to impugn not only Grass’s reprehensible nationality, 
but his 1945 service in a military unit mounting a doomed defense against 
the Soviet conquest of his hometown, Danzig (now Gdansk, Poland). 

The entire matter is redolent in the history of the Third Reich and that 
regime’s dealings with Jews in the territories it controlled, among whom 
according to his stories Elie Wiesel numbered. In fact, Wiesel’s 1958 novel 
La nuit (Night) not only launched its writer on a spectacular career culmi- 
nating in the Nobel Prize, but has, along presumably with its translations 
into numerous other languages, recently been promoted from its initial 
classification as fiction to a status much more like actual fact, a memoir. 
Meantime, a growing but scrupulously ignored contingent of investigators 
[see especially the work of Carlo Mattogno and Carolyn Yeager — Ed.] ad- 
vances the report that La nuit itself was plagiarized from a preceding (and 
much longer) book in Yiddish, Un di velt hot geshvigen (And the World 
Remained Silent), to which Wiesel claims authorship under the most dubi- 
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Gunter Grass, 20 March 2010. By Blaues Sofa from Berlin, Deutschland 
(Gunter Grass beim Blauen Sofa) [CC-BY-2.0 
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/2.0)], via Wikimedia Commons 


ous of circumstances. They assert that Wiesel relied upon that book, rather 
than actual presence in a labor camp, for the vivid portrayals he published 
of life as a slave of the Third Reich. 

Giinter Grass, as a conscript into the Waffen-SS, actually shares with 
his critic the fate of being enslaved in the service of the Third Reich, ex- 
cept that Grass, serving in combat, had to undergo enemy fire, and was in 
fact wounded. And after the war, unlike Wiesel’s hometown in Romania, 
Grass’s city of birth was taken over by a hostile power and if he had re- 
turned to it somehow, he would undoubtedly have been thrown into a POW 
camp, ending up like as not in Siberia, as millions of his comrades in arms 
did. As to history, Grass is known as a founding member of a literary genre 
known by the German term Vergangenheitsbewdltigung, or coming to 
terms with the past, and Grass’s career was launched in 1959 with his nov- 
el (still a mere novel) The Tin Drum, gaining him the Nobel Prize forty 
years later. Grass’s past, which is considerably better documented than that 
of the enigmatic Wiesel, is extensively reflected in the Danzig Trilogy, of 
which The Tin Drum is the first book. It would appear that Grass’s claim to 
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a mastery of history and its implications for the present day is at least the 
equal of, if not considerably superior to, that of his detractor. 

The matter of which Grass wrote in his notorious poem is, of course, 
like all such matters, very much the outgrowth of the history involving 
World War II Germany and that of the country whose population acquired 
critical mass by 1948 from the large numbers of Jews it succeeded in col- 
lecting from among the millions who, quite like millions of non-Jews in 
the same continent, found post-war Europe a hostile place riven by pov- 
erty, ruin, cold, hunger and hatred. Wiesel, though he remained in Europe 
and later sojourned in South America and finally the United States, appears 
to have taken up the service of Israel in which he remains to this day, at 
around that time. Germany began in 1952, very early in its long recovery 
from the war’s devastation, paying direct reparations to Israel, as it still 
does today, continuing to increase a sum running to many billions of dol- 
lars. 

Grass, who visited Israel in 1967 and 1971, has never complained about 
nor even mentioned this transfusion of German economic lifeblood to its 
sanctified beneficiary, but the day after “What Must Be Said” was pub- 
lished, Eli Yishai, interior minister of Israel, took the trouble to declare that 
Grass would be refused if at any point in the future he attempted a third 
visit. For his part, Grass merely noted that he had been similarly banned 
from entering the former German Democratic Republic (East Germany). 

The strategic implications of Grass’s fears actually range far beyond 
those mentioned in his verses, in which he points with exaggeration remi- 
niscent of Wiesel’s descriptions of the Holocaust, to the extermination of 
the Iranian people by nuclear missiles launched from Israel’s submarines. 
Yet, in some ways, even that horrific eventuality is an understatement of 
the scope in which Israel is able to menace humanity with its seaborne nu- 
clear capabilities (capabilities that, in fairness, belong also at least to the 
United States, Russia, Great Britain, France, China, and soon India). 

Israel’s missiles as yet have nothing like the range of missiles deployed 
by the United States and Russia, not to mention the other powers men- 
tioned. And it is this fact that makes submarine launching of their missiles 
so crucial (virtually all of Iran lies within range of Israeli missiles launched 
from the Persian Gulf). 

Israel’s submarines, unlike those of the other powers, are not nuclear 
powered. They incorporate elaborate but potent technology that enables 
them to cruise underwater using their Diesel engines for as long as a week 
without surfacing or using a snorkel device. It would be possible, for ex- 
ample, for such a nuclear-armed submarine to travel from Haifa to New 
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York without refueling or even surfacing. With refueling, of course, such a 
submarine, of which Israel will soon have six, well over 90 percent of the 
population of the globe will live within range of Israel’s nuclear missiles. 

Israel’s defense rationale for seaborne nuclear launch capabilities actu- 
ally makes sense at first blush in the framework of a doctrine of mutually 
assured destruction, in which an attacked power retains the ability to 
launch a nuclear retaliation even after sustaining widespread, devastating 
destruction from an attacker’s first strike. Having an area little greater than 
New Jersey’s, Israel, unlike the United States or Russia, could conceivably 
lose its entire land-based retaliatory capacity in an extensive first strike. In 
such an event, the only retaliatory capability at Israel’s disposal would be 
its nuclear-armed submarines. 

At present, however, the only powers capable of such a first strike on 
Israel are its devoted ally, the United States, and Russia, whose exposure to 
attack from the sea is severely limited to begin with. So Israel’s develop- 
ment of a seaborne retaliatory capability must be seen as preparation to 
deal with a threat that can only lie in the future. 

Israel has, as recorded in Grass’s apocalyptical lines, made a great deal 
of noise over the past few years about the possibility of Iran’s developing 
an atomic weapon, though even if Iran developed such a weapon, it would 
lack a delivery system for it capable of deploying it against Israel. And for 
Iran to develop sufficient capability to deliver a pre-emptive first strike 
capable of neutralizing all of Israel’s numerous land-based retaliatory ca- 
pabilities would take many years beyond such time as they first succeeded 
in producing even the first weapon and delivery system. 

Israel’s air force, in any case, can maintain an air-based retaliatory ca- 
pability by the expedient of keeping nuclear-armed aircraft aloft at critical 
times, as the United States and no doubt other countries have done. Israel’s 
crucial gain from establishing seaborne nuclear strike capabilities vis-a-vis 
the airborne alternative just described is, in fact, the attainment of global 
reach. 

With this global reach, provided at bargain-basement prices by its con- 
trite benefactor of the past half-century, Israel acquires the ability to threat- 
en every country, and every city and hamlet, within 200 miles of the sea. 

How it is possible not to share Grass’s abiding concern at this develop- 
ment from his own country’s policies can be explained only by an attach- 
ment to Israel’s devastative capacities that transcends concern for the safe- 
ty of the other 99.9 percent of the world’s population. 
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PAPERS 


Historical Revisionism and “Relativizing the 
Holocaust” 


K.R. Bolton 


Whether the received wisdom on an historical event can be subjected to 
scholarly scrutiny depends upon the method by which the subject is uti- 
lized by entrenched interests. Hence, let the scholar or student who em- 
barks on the questioning of certain sacred cows beware lest he be damned 
for heresy. This essay examines a polemical technique branded “relativis- 
ing the Holocaust,” toward the end of extending the limits of scholarly en- 
quiry. The essay examines several examples of acceptable and unaccepta- 
ble forms of revisionism from the relativist perspective. 


Winston Churchill & Gassing Primitives 


The Churchill Centre was formed in 1994, emerging from the International 
Churchill Society of the United States.' The Centre is dedicated to promot- 
ing the memory of Winston S. Churchill. This includes debunking allega- 
tions against Churchill that put the democratic idol in less than a Godlike 
light. Much of its work is, then, like that of the Institute for Historical Re- 
view, Inconvenient History, or David Irving’s Real History, revisionist. 
However, unlike these three mavericks, The Churchill Centre’s revisionism 
is not only of an acceptable nature, but is regarded as laudable, and attracts 
notable patronage.” 

An entire section of the center website is devoted to Churchillian histor- 
ical revision, under the title “Leading Churchill Myths.”? One item that 
might be of particular interest to revisionists is the repudiating of the alle- 
gation that Churchill ordered the gassing of Iraqi rebels during the 1920s. 
This is of particular interest because it is, on several significant points, 
analogous to the “historical revisionist” contentions in regard to the gas- 
sing of Jews by the Hitler regime during World War I. My comparison, as 
will be shown below, is a form of “relativism.” The Churchill Centre, in 
recognizing that the gassing of Iraqis is a matter that is generally accepted 
by historians, quotes from Science Daily,‘ that: 
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“Tt has passed as fact among historians, journalists and politicians, and 
has been recounted everywhere from tourist guidebooks to the floor of 
the U.S. Congress: British forces used chemical weapons on Iraqis just 
after World War I.” 


The Science Daily article reproduced by The Churchill Centre goes on to 
state that R. M. Douglas, Associate Professor of History at Colgate Univer- 
sity, has repudiated the allegation. The article continues:® 


“Allegations of chemical bombings by the British erupted into the pub- 
lic sphere during the run up to the U.S. invasion of Iraq in 2003. Iraq’s 
history of chemical weapons did not start with Saddam Hussein’s gas 
attack on the Kurds, scholars and critics asserted. It was Great Britain 
when it controlled the region under League of Nations mandate in the 
1920s that first used chemical weapons in the region to quell Arab up- 
risings. Many scholars went so far as to root Arab distrust of the West 
in Britain’s brutal chemical attacks.” 


Douglas, however, finds that these claims — oft repeated in books, newspa- 
pers and political speeches — rest on very shaky foundations. The first blunt 
assertion of British chemical weapons use in Iraq comes from a 1986 essay 
by historian Charles Townshend.’ 

According to Douglas, the allegation of gassing derives from a letter 
written in 1921 by J. A. Webster, an official at the British Air Ministry. 
Townshend cited the Webster letter to the British Colonial Office that tear 
gas shells had been used against Arab rebels with “excellent moral effect.” 
According to Douglas however, Townshend had been wrong: The Army 
had asked permission to use the shells and the Webster comment on the 
“excellent moral effect” was only an estimation of what might occur. 
Shortly after the Webster letter the British Colonial Office had sought clar- 
ification from Army General Headquarters in Baghdad and was informed 
that gas shells had not been used in any manner. From this letter, however, 
the allegation took on a life of its own, with varying accounts blaming ei- 
ther aerial bombardment or artillery shelling. “Though the specifics dif- 
fered, each allegation treated the incident as a matter of unassailable fact. 
Douglas’s research suggests it is anything but.”® 

The article relates that giving credence to the story was the desire by 
British Ministers of the Crown to use gas shells or bombs against the Iraqi 
rebels, “But wanting to use them does not mean they did.” Douglas states 
that during 1920-21 there had been two instances where British policy had 
been to use gas against insurgents but, “In both cases practical difficulties 
rather than moral qualms ...prevented their use.” Indeed, it remains undis- 


INCONVENIENT HISTORY 


puted even apparently by the 
Churchill Centre that, to quote 
from the report, when in 1920 
an Arab rebellion occurred, 
Churchill as Secretary of War, 
was “a vocal advocate of non- 
lethal gas use” and gave field 
officers permission to use ex- 
isting stocks of tear gas shells. 
However, the nearest stock 
was in Egypt and by the time 
the shells arrived, the rebellion 
was over. 

Anticipating renewed hos- 
tilities, in 1922 a Royal Air 
Force Commander sought per- 
mission to convert the shells 
into aerial bombs, and Church- 
ill signed off on the request, 
which was rescinded two days 
later only because the Wash- 
ington Disarmament Confer- 
ence passed a resolution ban- 
ning the use of tear gas. The 
article states:? 


“There is little doubt had 
the timing of these events 
been slightly different — had 
the 1920 rebellion lasted 


Winston Churchill voiced support of the 
use of poison gas against Arabs, “l am 
strongly in favour of using poisoned gas 
against uncivilised tribes.” Canadian 
Prime Minister Robert Borden (1854- 
1937) is shown with Churchill (then First 
Lord of the Admiralty) in 1912. By 
Agence photographique Rol 
(Bibliothéque nationale de France) 
[Public domain], via Wikimedia 
Commons 


longer or if there had been time to convert the shells to aerial bombs — 
that British forces would have used their chemical ordnance. And that, 
says Douglas, may have vastly changed the course of history. Churchill 
had given authorization to use chemical agents without consulting his 
colleagues in the Cabinet, most of whom would have vigorously object- 


ed.” 


Douglas opines that, had such weapons been used, an outcry, with memo- 
ries of the use of mustard gas during World War I, might have resulted in 
“an abrupt end” to Churchill’s career. 
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Despite “faulty evidence,” appeals to this alleged use of gas against Ira- 
qis in the 1920s resurfaced in regard to allegations of Saddam Hussein’s 
gas attacks against Kurds during their 1988 rebellion. Douglas writes:!° 


“The symmetrical appeal of history faithfully repeating itself no doubt 
accounts for much of the public and scholarly credence accorded to 
claims that the British used chemical weapons in Mandatory Iraq, their 
inconsistency and implausibility notwithstanding.” 


Gassing — Hitler & Churchill 


While one might think that the new (2009) revelations as to Churchill’s 
“innocence” in regard to gassing Iraqis does not do much to enhance his 
moral character, my primary interest is not the veracity of the allegations 
against Churchill. Rather, it is the analogous character of the allegations 
against Churchill and those against Hitler, in regard to claims of gassing 
Arabs and Jews respectively, and how re-examinations of these allegations 
are treated differently. Here are some parallels between the two: 


1. Both allegations involve ethnic groups: Arabs and Jews, and both in- 
volve attitudes towards those ethnic groups based on race theories. 
Winston Churchill stated of the issue: “I am strongly in favour of using 
poisoned gas against uncivilised tribes.” 

2. Both allegations involve the use of gas: (a) tear gas on Arabs, (b) Cya- 
nide gas on Jews. 

3. Both rely on documents the implications of which are open to interpre- 
tation. 

4. Both have become oft-repeated allegations, the repetitions of which 
have been sufficient of themselves to sustain the allegations. The gas- 
sing of Iraqis and the gassing of Jews have therefore both taken on the 
characters of myth and legend. This is what Douglas calls, in regard to a 
Churchill order for Iraqi rebels, “The symmetrical appeal of history 
faithfully repeating itself [accounting] for much of the public and schol- 
arly credence accorded to claims [...] their inconsistency and implausi- 
bility notwithstanding.” 

5. Because an alleged event “has passed as fact among historians, journal- 
ists and politicians” should not render it an “unassailable fact.” 

6. Wanting to do something or discussing the option does not make it an 
accomplished fact. Hence, in regard to the support by Churchill and 
other Government Ministers, “wanting to use [tear gas shells] does not 
mean they did,” any more than discussions on the possibility of exter- 
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minating Jews at some levels of the Third Reich administration does not 
prove that any such policy was put into effect. 


It is not my purpose here to argue the merits or otherwise of “Holocaust 
Revisionism” as some call it, or the (much) less-than-scholarly “Holocaust 
Denial” as it is called by others, but rather to question what has been 
termed “relativism” which Lipstadt et al. apply to aspects of historical revi- 
sionism not to their liking, while applying “relativism” as a technique of 
their own. 

The primary questions raised by Prof. Douglas in repudiating the wide- 
ly accepted belief that the British military used gas against Arab rebels in 
the 1920s, have also been raised in regard to the widely held view that 
6,000,000 Jews were exterminated — mainly by gassing — by the Hitlerite 
regime as part of an official policy. Suffice it to mention, when this allega- 
tion was subjected to rare challenges in Canadian courts in 1985 and 1988 
in the prosecution of Ernst Ziindel, many of the primary elements of the 
“Holocaust,” regarded as a matter of unassailable fact by academia, took a 
hammering under the cross-examination of Ziindel’s defense lawyer, 
Douglas Christie. Dr Robert Faurisson, in summarizing the cross-exami- 
nation of the Prosecution’s expert witness, Raul Hilberg, who declined to 
return to Toronto for the 1988 trial, stated that Hilberg was “forced to ad- 
mit that for what he called the policy of extermination of the Jews there 
was neither a plan, nor a central organisation, nor a budget, nor supervi- 
sion.” The Allies had never carried out a forensic examination of the pri- 
mary “weapons,” the gas chambers, nor had there ever been an autopsy of 
a corpse that had allegedly been gassed with Zyklon B. No written orders 
from Hitler or Himmler for the extermination of Jews had ever been 
found.” 

The case for the British gassing of Iraqis in the 1920s seems neither 
more nor less convincing than the case for the Germans having gassed 
Jews during the 1940s. Whether one, neither, or both events actually took 
place is not the concern here. The question is: why are those who raise the 
same questions in regard to the “Holocaust” as those raised by Prof. Doug- 
las and promoted by the prestigious Churchill Centre, published by Science 
Daily, and as a scholarly paper in The Journal of Modern History,'* not 
accorded the same hearing as those involved with any other form of histor- 
ical revisionism? Why has “holocaust revisionism” been excluded, on pain 
of banishment, imprisonment, pillorying, and even death'*, as just another 
aspect of historical revisionism? The questions raised by the so-called 
“Holocaust deniers” are in substance no different from those raised in re- 
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gard to numerous applications of revisionism, such as those of Prof. Doug- 
las. 

Dr Robert Faurisson, whose scholarly qualifications and record have 
been impressive by any criteria, was recognized as an “expert witness” in 
both the 1985 and 1988 trials of Ernst Ziindel in Toronto. He was a tenured 
professor at the University of Lyon where he taught Modern Literature and 
Text and Document Criticism. He applied his scholarly discipline to an 
examination of the documents at the Centre de Documentation Juive Con- 
temporaine in Paris, the National Archives of the USA, the State Museum 
at Auschwitz, and the Bundesarchiv in Koblenz, West Germany. He also 
conducted on-site examinations of Auschwitz and other concentration 
camps.'° Dr Faurisson has posed the same types of questions in regard to 
the gassing of Jews as those posed by Prof. Douglas in regard to the gas- 
sing of Iraqis. Among those questions are the different interpretations that 
can be applied to key texts in regard to the “Holocaust,” in a manner that 
seems analogous to Prof. Douglas’s contention that statements of opinion 
do not necessarily prove the realization of those opinions as policy; in this 
instance, Churchill’s opinion of “primitives” is analogous to the anti-Semi- 
tic opinions of some National Socialist leaders, which are marshaled to 
“prove” that these opinions were translated into a policy of genocide. 

When Dr Faurisson published his first major article on the “Holocaust” 
in Le Monde in 1978 he was teaching at the University of Lyon. As a re- 
sult, he was subjected to many demonstrations and “punched many times.” 
He had “many, many lawsuits” against him, and “many trials.”!° His teach- 
ing career was “permanently ended” in 1979."’ It would be superfluous to 
further relate Dr. Faurisson’s predicament since applying his expertise to 
the subject of the Holocaust. The record is easy enough to find. 

My interest in this regard is not the veracity of Dr. Faurisson’s conten- 
tions. They might be totally erroneous. I frankly do not know, as the “Hol- 
ocaust” has only ever been of marginal interest to me. My concern is that 
such questions are as legitimate as any other form of historical revisionism, 
and that Dr. Faurisson and countless other scholars, should no more be 
subjected to outright persecution for their research than Prof. Douglas or 
any other researcher pursuing a revisionist study on any subject. 

What is of particular relevance in regard to the question of “relativism” 
in scholarship is that Prof. Douglas is pursuing an important aspect of 
World War II revisionism. His latest book Orderly and Humane: The Ex- 
pulsion of the Germans after the Second World War,'® is intended to show 
that the mass expulsions of ethnic German populations from central and 
southern Europe after World War II was anything but “orderly and hu- 
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mane.” This historical revisionism, so far from being suppressed or driven 
to the fringes of underground publishing, is being published by Yale Uni- 
versity Press. The advertising blurb from Yale University Press states of 
the book:!° 


“Immediately after the Second World War, the victorious Allies author- 
ized and helped to carry out the forced relocation of German speakers 
from their homes across central and southern Europe to Germany. The 
numbers were almost unimaginable — between 12,000,000 and 
14,000,000 civilians, most of them women and children — and the losses 
horrifying — at least 500,000 people, and perhaps many more, died 
while detained in former concentration camps, while locked in trains en 
route, or after arriving in Germany exhausted, malnourished, and 
homeless. This book is the first in any language to tell the full story of 
this immense man-made catastrophe. 

Based mainly on archival records of the countries that carried out the 
forced migrations and of the international humanitarian organizations 
that tried but failed to prevent the disastrous results, Orderly and Hu- 
mane: The Expulsion of the Germans after the Second World War is an 
authoritative and objective account. It examines an aspect of European 
history that few have wished to confront, exploring how the expulsions 
were conceived, planned, and executed and how their legacy reverber- 
ates throughout central Europe today. The book is an important study 
of the largest recorded episode of what we now call ‘ethnic cleansing,’ 
and it may also be the most significant untold story of the Second World 
War.” 


Douglas’s book Orderly and Humane is not due for release until May 
2012, and it is therefore too early to see what type of reception it will re- 
ceive. What stands out from the Yale University Press blurb for the book is 
that Douglas appears to be undertaking one of the cardinal sins of “Holo- 
caust revisions” and their fellow-travelers: “relativizing the Holocaust.” 
The question might be one of Douglas being too secure in his position for 
the Holocaust lobbyists and professional Jewish organizations to wish to 
confront. While Douglas does not seem to be Jewish, certainly being Jew- 
ish has not saved others from opprobrium when dealing with subjects that 
are regarded as related to “Holocaust revisionism,” namely John Sack for 
An Eye for an Eye, dealing with Jewish-run concentration camps in Poland 
after World War II and the treatment there of German prisoners by Jewish 
personnel; and The Holocaust Industry: Reflections on the Exploitation of 
Jewish Suffering, by Prof. Norman Finkelstein.”° 
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Will Douglas escape condemnation, when even Jewish Leftists such as 
Sack and Finkelstein have not, for his having, no doubt inadvertently, “rel- 
ativized the Holocaust”??! Orderly and Humane is unlikely to directly 
challenge Zionism and Israel, unlike the late (d. 2004) Sack’s An Eye for 
an Eye” which directs attention to the role played by Jews in the NKVD 
and concentration camps, thereby casting doubt on the Jewish status as his- 
tory’s most martyred; while Finkelstein’s Holocaust Industry focuses di- 
rectly on how Jews individually and collectively have profited from the 
“Holocaust.” Another problem for Sack, acknowledged as a “founder of 
literary journalism,” is that his book exposes the role of Israel in protect- 
ing these Jewish murderers under the “Law of Return” and refusing to ex- 
tradite them to face trial, while, as is well known, Organized Jewry and 
Israel have been relentless in pursuing alleged “war criminals.” Sack’s ex- 
posé of Jewish culpability in post-war atrocities brought allegations against 
him from Deborah Lipstadt that he was a “worse than a Holocaust denier,” 
Lipstadt’s claim to academic fame being that she seems to have coined the 
widely used but — from a scholarly viewpoint — useless, terms “Holocaust 
denial” and “Holocaust denier,” the present-day equivalents to “Witch” or 
“Heretic.”*> Hence, Sack had the following exchange with Lipstadt , where 
it is apparent that she was referring to what she calls “relativizing the Hol- 
ocaust”’:?° 


“On the Charlie Rose Show, I was called an ‘anti-Semite’ and a ‘neo- 
Nazi’ by Deborah Lipstadt. I called her up after that and reminded her 
that I’d read her book, and I sent her a nice note about it and told her 
what I was trying to do in my book, and I said ‘How could you have 
said that about me?’ She said ‘You are worse than a Holocaust denier,’ 
and I said ‘Deborah, I’m worse than a Holocaust denier?’ and she said 
‘You are worse than a Holocaust denier.’ I said ‘Could you explain 
why?,’ and she said ‘No. I have a faculty meeting,’ and that’s the last I 
talked to her. It doesn’t scare me. It doesn’t hurt me. It amuses me.”’ 
It is heartening that John Sack was by then in a situation where he could 
afford to be “amused.” Others have sustained considerable injury in chal- 
lenging some aspect of history that has affronted the Holocaust Lobby and/ 
or Zionism. 


“Relativizing the Holocaust” 


It remains to be seen whether the Holocaust Lobbyists will harass Prof. 
Douglas for “relativism” in regard to Orderly and Humane. It is more like- 
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ly that such a reaction would be seen as counter-productive and the book 
best ignored. However, the fact remains that Orderly and Humane, albeit 
of necessity at the moment judged only by the Yale University Press de- 
scription, is an example of “Holocaust relativism.” As mentioned, Lipstadt 
gives much attention to this “relativism” in Denying the Holocaust, and 
opines that it is the logical strategic direction for “Holocaust deniers,” with 
Chapter 11 being devoted to the subject. Lipstadt castigates socialist histo- 
rian Dr Harry Elmer Barnes, for example, for “relativizing the Holocaust,” 
and the issue of German atrocities in general, by claiming that they were 
no worse than Allied atrocities; indeed, less so.2” Concerned that this “rela- 
tivism” undermines Germany’s guilt complex and its “moral obligation to 
welcome all those who seek refuge,” she condemns German historian Ernst 
Nolte as coming “dangerously close to validating the deniers” in his work 
The European Civil War 1917-1945, because he states that “more ‘Aryans’ 
than Jews were killed at Auschwitz.”** Lipstadt explains: 


“These historians are not crypto-deniers, but the results of their work 
are the same: the blurring of boundaries between fact and fiction and 
between persecuted and persecutor. Ultimately the relativists contribute 
to the fostering of what I call the ‘yes, but’ syndrome. [...] Yes, there 
was a Holocaust, but it was essentially no different than an array of 
other conflagrations in which innocents were massacred. 

Relativism, however convoluted, sounds far more legitimate than out- 
right denial. [...] In the future, deniers may adopt and adapt a form of 
relativism as they attempt to move from well outside the parameters of 
rational discourse to the fringes of historical legitimacy.” 


Hence, Lipstadt finds it essential to deny even the existence of certain well- 
documented Allied atrocities, and to repudiate any suggestion that Ameri- 
ca’s role in Vietnam or the activities of Pol Pot are the moral equivalents to 
the killing of Jews. All other atrocities are relatively insignificant because 
it was only Jews who were killed as Jews. One might then ask whether the 
real bone of contention is that more value is put on the life of a Jew than a 
Gentile, a question that often occurs in regard to Israel’s actions against 
Palestinians, and one that was broached by another Jewish heretic, Dr Isra- 
el Shahak.*° Therefore Lipstadt considers it unacceptable that historians 
such as Nolte have “relativized” the “Holocaust” by comparing it to “a va- 
riety of twentieth—century outages, including the Armenian massacres that 
began in 1915, Stalin’s gulags, US policies in Vietnam, the Soviet occupa- 
tion of Afghanistan, and the Pol Pot atrocities in the former Kampuchea. 
According to them the Holocaust was simply one among many evils.”*! 


104 VOLUME 4, NUMBER 2 


Lipstadt objects that these relativists are “obscuring crucial contrasts be- 
tween Stalinism and Nazism,” because the terror allegedly perpetrated by 
Stalin, and others, was “arbitrary,” whereas that of the Nazis “targeted a 
particular group.” 

Lipstadt’s denial in regard to group persecution other than that involv- 
ing Jews is of course nonsense: Stalin targeted the kulaks as a class, and 
many other groups for centuries have been targeted for class, religious and 
ethnic reasons, such as the 40,000 Cossacks who were repatriated from 
Austria back to the USSR and to death, with the connivance of the (west- 
ern) Allies after the war. Since the deportees included women and children, 
and therefore non-combatants, the Cossacks were presumably being de- 
ported as an ethnic group. * Hence, in making the “Holocaust” a unique 
experience in history, Lipstadt’s methodology seems to include simply 
denying the existence of any non-Jewish genocidal experience — itself a 
denial of surpassing scope and depth. For example, the genocidal character 
of the Morgenthau Plan for the starvation of the German population, she 
claims, “was never put into effect.’ “Furthermore,” she states, “there was 
no starvation program in Germany, and the rations Germans received far 
surpassed anything concentration camp inmates were ever given by the 
Nazis.” James Bacque, who would certainly be regarded as a “Holocaust 
relativist,” documents a different view.*° 

Which returns us to the problem of Prof. Douglas’s forthcoming book 
on the mass deportation of ethnic Germans in the aftermath of World War 
Il. There are, as described by Yale University Press, salient features of 
Douglas’s book that make it a seminal work on “Holocaust relativity”: 


1. The numbers involved are higher than those of dislocated Jews in Eu- 
rope during World War IT: 12,000,000 to 14,000,000. 

2. Most were women and children, deported after the conclusion of hos- 
tilities, and cannot therefore be regarded as “enemy aliens,” such as the 
Jews in Reich Territory during World War II or German, Italian and 
Japanese civilians in Allied states during that war. 

3. At least 500,000 died en route. 

4. The deportation of the ethnic Germans is described as: “the largest rec- 
orded episode of what we now call ‘ethnic cleansing.’” 

5. The book is said to describe perhaps “the most significant untold story 
of the Second World War.” 

These factors tick all the boxes in regard to the scholarly heresy termed 

“Holocaust relativism.” Will Prof. Douglas be subjected to the same perse- 

cution that has been meted out to others, for being, like John Sack, “worse 
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than a holocaust denier”? Prof. Douglas remains oblivious to the possibil- 
ity. I put to him the following:*’ 


“[...] J assume then, you would not regard your forthcoming book on 
the expulsion of ethnic Germans from central Europe as ‘relativising 
the Holocaust,’ which is the contention of Dr. Lipstadt on such sub- 
jects? I note that the Yale University Press description of your book 
states that the expulsions were the worst examples of ‘ethnic cleansing,’ 
which would certainly qualify for Dr. Lipstadt’s term.” 


Prof. Douglas, already probably put on guard from my prior questions as to 
whether his repudiation of the allegations against Churchill also apply in 
principle to allegations relative to the “Holocaust,”3®* commented simply: 
“Indeed I would not, for reasons that are set forth in the book itself.’° Yet, 
whatever the rationalizations Prof. Douglas has used to try and dodge the 
question of “relativizing the Holocaust,” any suggestion that there was a 
large-scale “ethnic cleansing” of any people other than Jews, let alone be- 
ing described by Yale University Press as the “largest recorded” in history, 
is going to mark Prof. Douglas down as a “Holocaust relativist” and like 
John Sack, “worse than a Holocaust denier.” A frank opinion was not 
forthcoming from Dr. Lipstadt when I asked her opinion of the forthcom- 
ing Douglas book:” 


“Dear Dr Lipstadt 

Could I direct your attention to an advertising blurb from Yale Uni. 
Press for a forthcoming book by Dr. R. M. Douglas: Orderly and Hu- 
mane: The Expulsion of the Germans after the Second World War? 
Yale Uni. Press describes the book as dealing with, ‘the largest record- 
ed episode of what we now call ‘ethnic cleansing,’ and it may also be 
the most significant untold story of the Second World War.’ 

The Yale link is at: http://yalepress.yale.edu/yupbooks/book. asp ?isbn= 
9780300166606. While we do not yet have the advantage of the book 
being published, wouldn’t the description by Yale Uni. Press suggest an 
example of ‘relativizing the Holocaust’?” 


In the meantime, the thorny question of the alleged Turkish genocide 
against Armenians has again been raised. Raffi K. Hovannisian, first Ar- 
menian Minister of Foreign Affairs, has raised the matter in an article pub- 
lished by Foreign Policy Journal. He writes that, “On February 28, the 
Constitutional Council of the French Republic struck down a bill, previ- 
ously enacted by its legislature, that would have made it a crime to deny 
the Armenian Genocide.”4! While supporters of freedom of historical en- 
quiry will, frankly, be supportive of the decision by the Constitutional 
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Council for having refrained from a further curtailing of freedom of opin- 
ion, the double-standards cannot go unnoticed in regard to France’s draco- 
nian laws prohibiting any questioning of Holocaust dogma. It seems clear 
that the Armenian attempt to get such a law passed would have been in- 
spired by France’s criminalization of “Holocaust revisionism.” Certainly, 
what Hovannisian writes can only be described as the worst form of Lip- 
stadtian “Holocaust relativization”:” 


“What befell the Armenian nation in 1915 was more than genocide, 
more than holocaust. /t was not only the premeditated taking of human 
lives. It was the collective murder of a nation, a culture, a civilization, 
and a time-honored way of life [...]. The Armenian Genocide was the 
Young Turk regime’s comprehensive and violent dispossession, unprec- 
edented in its evil and effect, of the Armenian nation.” (Emphases add- 
ed) 


As referred to above, Lipstadt vehemently condemns those who have the 
chutzpah or the naiveté to suggest that any event in history is even compa- 
rable to “The Holocaust.” She refers specifically to the alleged Armenian 
genocide as one such example. She states that “it was not part of a process 
of total annihilation of an entire people,’ while Hovannisian asserts, to 
the contrary, that it was “more than genocide, more than holocaust.” If Mr. 
Hovannisian is not in hot water for such heretical views, then the Anti- 
Defamation League, The Wiesenthal Center, and the rest of the multitudi- 
nous Judeocentric gaggle throughout the world are off their game. 
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Christian Gerlach and the “Extermination Camp” 
at Mogilev 


Carlo Mattogno 


Camp in Mogilev, Byelorussia”' is a typical example of the histori- 

cally baseless conclusions reached by Holocaust historians due to 
their technical ignorance, particularly in the field of crematory ovens and 
cremation. 

The article attempts to deduce an intention, on the part of the SS, to cre- 
ate an extermination camp for Western European Jews at Mogilev (Byelo- 
russia), in late 1941, according to a nonsensical technical conjecture, upon 
which — in order to justify his hypothesis — the author then constructs a se- 
ries of inconsistent historical conjectures spiced with misleading interpreta- 
tions. 

The article notes that Hitler ordered the deportation of German Jews to 
the East by mid-September 1941 and comments (the source citations refer 
to Gerlach’s original article): 


(eine: Gerlach’s article, “Failure of Plans for an SS Extermination 


“It is not clear if the German leadership actually intended to resettle 
the Jews as it had before or whether the phrase ‘sending the Jews to the 
East’ had now become a code for murdering them. In fact, some Jews 
deported in the Soviet Union (all who came to Kaunas, one entire 
transport to Riga) were murdered in 1941, whereas the others — 
brought to Riga, Minsk, Lodz and to the Lublin district — survived for 
several months, a few until 1943 and 1944.” (pp. 60-61) 


In fact, this explanation is utterly incompatible with any plan for the total 
extermination of the Jews launched as early as September 1941. 
Gerlach continues: 


“At the Wannsee Conference on January 20, 1942, Heydrich indicated 
that forced labor was only a temporary placement for some European 
Jews; all were to be murdered in the end.” (p. 61) 


To demonstrate the presumed homicidal intention, Gerlach, in the related 
footnote, cites the well-known passage from the Wannsee Protocol. 


“Unter entsprechender Leitung sollen nun im Zuge der Endlésung die 
Juden in geeigneter Weise im Osten zum Arbeitseinsatz kommen... [O- 
MITTED: in gro®en Arbeitskolonnen, unter Trennung der Geschlech- 
ter, werden die arbeitsfahigen Juden strafenbauend in diese Gebiete ge- 
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fiihrt] wobei zweifellos ein Grofteil durch natiirliche Verminderung 
ausfallen wird. Der allfdllig verbleibende Restbestand wird, da es sich 
zweifellos um den widerstandfdhigsten Teil handelt, entsprechend be- 
handelt werden miissen... [OMITTED: da dieser, eine natiirliche Aus- 
lese darstellend, bei Freilassung als Keimzelle eines neuen jiidischen 
Aufbaues anzusprechen ist. (Siehe die Erfahrung der Geschichte)]” 
(note 6 on p. 70). 


The complete passage, translated into English, is as follows. Gerlach simp- 
ly omits the sentences set off by square brackets. 


“Under appropriate supervision, in the course of the final solution the 
Jews are to be allocated for appropriate labor in the East. [OMITTED: 
Able-bodied Jews, separated according to sex, will be taken in large 
work columns to these areas for work on roads], in the course of 
which action doubtless a large portion will be eliminated by natural 
causes. The possible final remnant will, since it will undoubtedly consist 
of the most resistant portion, have to be treated accordingly [OMIT- 
TED: because as a product of natural selection these would, if released, 
act as the kernel of a new Jewish resurgence (per the experience of his- 
tory.) ]. 
It is obvious that these passages were not omitted by accident; rather, the 
omissions are intended to lead readers to believe that the expression ‘treat- 
ed accordingly’ (entsprechend behandelt) means killing. In reality, as I 
have documented elsewhere,” the actual meaning of the passage is quite 
different: it means that those Jews remaining after the natural reduction 
(natiirliche Verminderung) would, upon their release (bei Freilassung) 
then constitute the kernel of a new Jewish resurgence (Keimzelle eines 
neuen jiidischen Aufbaues) and should, therefore, not be released. In fact, 
however, the opposite of “release” is not [necessarily] “murder” but (pos- 
sibly, or even likely), “continued detention.” 
The omissions concealed by Gerlach therefore prove that he was well 
aware that this is the correct interpretation. 
He then sets forth the central argument of his article: 


“During recent years surprising new revelations have emerged about 
activities of the SS in the Byelorussian city of Mogiley."! Jean-Claude 
Pressac has shown that, in mid-November 1941, the Topf Company of 
Erfurt received a commission to construct a huge crematorium at Mogi- 
lev; the order came from Amt II of the SS Main Office for Budget and 
Building (Hauptamt Haushalt und Bauten). On December 30, 1941, an 
oven with four cremation chambers was delivered and assembled. 
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Registration of the population of Mogilev, July 1941. Bundesarchiv, Bild 
1011-138-1084-24 / Kessler, Rudolf / CC-BY-SA [CC-BY-SA-3.0-de 
(http.//creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/de/deed.en)], via 
Wikimedia Commons 


Three more ovens were available by August 1942 for delivery to Mogi- 
lev and were then “diverted” to Auschwitz. The SS Building Admin- 
istration of “Russia Center” already had paid most of the money for all 
these ovens.” (p. 61) 


Gerlach, therefore, raises the following objection to Pressac’s hypothesis 
that the crematorium at Mogilev “was to dispose of the bodies of those 
German soldiers and Soviet POWs who had died of typhoid fever”: 


“Out of 300-400,000 soldiers in December 1941, 252 soldiers and of- 

ficers fell sick with typhoid fever, 150 more in January, 161 in Febru- 
ary, and 27 in the first half of March 1942, most of them guards of 
POW camps. During the same period there were 4,907, 4,270, 3,776 
and 648 cases among Soviet POWs, and roughly as many among Soviet 
civilians from that area. [...| The death rate among Soviets in POW 
Camp Dulag 185 in Mogilev in December 1941 was noticeably lower 
than in other camps: 50 per day.” (p. 61) 


At this point, Gerlach introduces the nonsensical technical conjecture con- 
stituting the linchpin of his entire article: 
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“But the estimated capacity of the crematorium the SS had ordered was 
more than 3,000 corpses a day.” (p. 61) 


Hence the “logical” conclusion: 


“An epidemic of typhoid fever was not the reason for constructing a 
crematorium in Mogilev. Rather, the crematorium was connected with 
the relatively unknown SS labor and extermination camp in that city.” 
(p. 62) 


The presumed crematory capacity of 3,000 bodies a day, therefore, is al- 
leged to prove that the SS intended to create an extermination camp at 
Minsk. 

This conclusion is technically nonsensical and historically false. 

Let us begin with Pressac’s “surprising new revelations.” 

On 4 December 1941, the Hauptamt Haushalt und Bauten at Berlin or- 
dered from Topf four double 4-muffle crematory ovens (4 Stiick Doppel- 
Topf-4-Muffeleindscherungs6éfen), that is, 4 double 4-muffle ovens” (4 
eight-muffle crematory ovens, for a total of 32 muffles), for Mogilev.* 
Topf confirmed receipt of the order on 9 December, but only sent half of 
one such oven (since the complete oven had 2 x 4 = 8 muffles), i.e., 4 muf- 
fles, on 30 December. 

In receipt of the proposal filed on 19 August 1942 by Topf engineer 
Kurt Priifer during his visit to Auschwitz, the SS-Wirtschafts-Verwal- 
tungshaupt, on 26 August, ordered the shipment to Auschwitz of two ov- 
ens based on the Mogilev order. 

Of the 4 ovens ordered, one half of one oven (i.e., 4 muffles) — as stated 
above — were delivered to Mogilev, 2 ovens with a total of 16 muffles, to 
Auschwitz and the remaining one and one half ovens were stored for dis- 
position by the Reichsfiihrer-SS in the Topf warehouses.° 

In consequence of the letter from Topf dated 7 July 1943, the remaining 
one and a half ovens (8 + 4 muffles) were drawn down by the SS-Wirt- 
schafts-Verwaltungshauptamt. On 16 August, the SS-Wirtschafter (the SS 
official responsible for commercial enterprises) at the Hodherer SS- und 
Polizeifiihrer of the General Gouvernement sent the Zentralbauleitungen 
der Waffen SS und Polizei of Heidelager, Cracow, Lemberg, Lublin and 
Warsaw, and the Neubauleitung of Radom a note informing them that: 
“Office CIII has at this time one and a half crematory ovens available = 12 
muffles (= 8 + 4)” (Dem Amt CIII stehen z.Z. 1 % Eindscherungsofen = 12 
Muffeln zur Verfiigung), asking the above mentioned offices to let him 
know by 1 September whether they needed them.® 
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As for the payment for the ovens, Rudolf Jahrling, the civilian employ- 
ee forming part of the Auschwitz Zentralbauleitung, unequivocally clari- 
fied something — apparently garbled in an earlier rendition — which had 
misled even Pressac himself. Jahrling made two hand-written annotations, 
one dated 31 January, the other dated 21 February 1944, on the copy of the 
letter from the Bauinspektion Russland-Mitte dated 2 June 1943 received 
by the Zentralbauleitung, in which he explained that the SS had ordered 4 
ovens with 8 muffles (each), costing a total of 55,200 RM; the Bauin- 
spektion Russland-Mitte had already paid Topf 42,600 RM on account, 
followed by the addition — on 7 February 1944 — by the SS-Standort- 
verwaltung of Auschwitz, of another part payment of 10,000 RM,’ as a 
result of which Topf was still entitled to 2,600 RM.* The oven-and-a-half 
stored in the Topf warehouses were therefore, for all intents and purposes, 
the contractual property of the Reichsfiihrer-SS. 

Now let us consider the question of the crematory ovens at Mogilev. 

As noted above, Gerlach attributes “an estimated capacity” of 3,000 
bodes per day to the 4 ovens, [each] with 8 muffles (for a total of 32 muf- 
fles), intended for Mogilev. What is the source of this estimate? Gerlach, in 
support of this claim, refers to pages 34 and 40 of Pressac’s book, The 
Crematory Ovens of Auschwitz (note 14 on p. 71). But Pressac says noth- 
ing here about the crematory capacity of the Mogilev ovens. Rather, he 
adduces the presumed crematory capacity of the 2 ovens. [Each] with 8 
muffles (for a total 16 muffles), installed in crematoria ITV and V at Birke- 
nau, making a distinction between theoretical capacity, 768 bodies per day 
each, and the “effective” capacity of 500 bodies.’ Gerlach therefore uses 
the theoretical figure instead of the “effective” one: 768 x 4 = 3,072 or ap- 
proximately 3,000. 

But the crematory capacity estimated by Pressac is technically baseless. 

The 8-muffle ovens were designed for Mogilev, where coke was diffi- 
cult to procure, and were therefore equipped with wood-burning fire boxes 
(Holzfeuerungen) without doors, which Topf, for the ovens sent to Ausch- 
witz, had adapted to coke-burning grates using sloping and horizontal 
short-beam bars. In view of the very short useful life of the sloping short- 
beams, Topf advised the Zentralbauleitung to order grate bars intended for 
reserve coke and refractory-clad furnace doors. Due to transport problems, 
moreover, the ovens for Mogilev were not insulated; Topf was prepared to 
supply the insulation material at the specific request of the Zentralbaulei- 
tung.'° 

In conformity with the proposal by Topf dated 2 September 1942, con- 
cerning the change in the fueling of the ovens and resulting changes, on 15 
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September the Zentralbauleitung ordered 4 cast iron doors (gusseiserne 
Tiiren) for the fire boxes, and, to insulate the 2 ovens, 2,500 insulating 
bricks (Usoliersteine), 600 kg of rock wool (Schlackenwolle) for each oven, 
in addition to the spare short-beams for the gas-generator furnaces, at a 
price of 3,258 RM.'! Naturally, since the 2 ovens had 8 gas generators, 
there were also 8 fire box doors, and not 4, as hastily rectified by Topf.'* 

Pressac was well aware of this problem, which he summarized as fol- 
lows: 


“This oven was a field design, which was greatly simplified. As desired 
by the Bauleitung of Mogilev, it was wood-fired, since coke was rare in 
the region. The generators had no doors, and the oven was not thermal- 
ly insulated on the interior, since these parts would have been very 
heavy to transport.” 


In reality, the 8-muffle ovens at Birkenau were capable of cremating no 
more than 160 bodies per day (per day total), i.e., a cremation rate of one 
body per muffle per hour, for a twenty-hour working day," (8 muffles x 1 
corpse per hour x 20 hours = 160.) 

With regard to the Mogilev ovens, it was quite a different story, since 
the use of wood for fuel (coke has a calorific value at least double that of 
seasoned wood) and the absence of thermal insulation and fire box furnace 
doors (with the consequent enormous increase in heat loss by irradiation 
and conduction) would have seriously affected cremation economy, includ- 
ing cremation times, drastically increasing the duration of cremation. 

What is more, only one half oven, i.e., 4 muffles, was ever sent to Mo- 
gilev, which means that, even under the most favorable circumstances, the 
crematory capacity of the installation would have been 80 bodies per day 
(20 hours), in reality, less than one third as many. This is fully compatible 
with Pressac’s hypothesis that the ovens were (only) used for the victims of 
typhoid fever. 

In practice, Gerlach assumes asserts a crematory cremation capacity for 
the Mogilev ovens 50 times greater than that which was actually available, 
destroying the basis for his conjectures on the presumed extermination 
camp in that locality. 

In this regard, he writes: 


“One hint of this project emerged on October 10 [1941] at a conference 
in Prague on “Jewish questions” in the Protectorate of Bohemia and 
Moravia. During the meeting Heydrich stated that the heads of Einsatz- 
gruppen B and C, SS-Brigadefiihrer Nebe und Rasch could take Jews in- 
to the camps for communist prisoners in the operational area. Accord- 
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ing to [a] statement from SS-Sturmbannfiithrer Eichmann this is already 
being done (eingeleitet).” (p. 62) 
In reality, this document only speaks of deportations to the East and of the 
arrival of the deportees to the appropriate camps, without even the vaguest 
mention of any extermination:!>!° 


“Difficulties arose due to the evacuation. It was therefore expected to 
begin on about 15 October, in order to get the transports rolling grad- 
ually by 15 November, reaching a maximum of about 5,000 Jews (no 
precise information as to time period) — just from Prague. For the time 
being, much consideration must be given to the officials at Litz- 
mannstadt. Minsk und Riga are to receive 50,000 [...].” 

(‘“Wegen der Evakuierung entstanden Schwierigkeiten. Es war vorgese- 
hen, damit am 15. Oktober etwa zu beginnen, um die Transporte nach 
und nach bis zum 15. November abrollen zu lassen bis zur Hohe von 
etwa 5000 Juden — nur aus Prag. Vorldufig muss noch viel Riicksicht 
auf die Litzmannstddter Behérden genommen werden. Minsk und Riga 
sollen 50000 bekommen {...].’’) 

“5,000 Jews will now be evacuated from Prague in the next few weeks. 
SS Brigade Leaders Nebe and Rasch could include Jews in the camps 
for Communist inmates in the operational area. This is already being 
done, according to Sturmbannfiihrer Eichmann. ” 

(“In den ndchsten Wochen sollen 5000 Juden aus Prag nun evakuiert 
werden. SS-Brif. [Brigadefiihrer| Nebe und Rasch kénnten in die Lager 
fiir kommunistische Hdftlinge im Operationsgebiet Juden mit hinein- 
nehmen. Dies ist bereits nach Angabe von SS-Stubaf. |Sturmbannfiih- 
rer| Eichmann eingeleitet. ”’) 


It should be noted in passing that this program is fully compatible with the 
content of the Wannsee Protocol:"” 


“The evacuated Jews will first be sent, group by group, to so-called 
transit ghettos, from which they will be transported to the East.” 


This is also confirmed by the telegram from Georg Leibrandt, leader of the 
Political Division in Rosenberg’s Ministry, as Reichskommissar fiir das 
Ostland, Heinrich Lohse, dated 9 November 1941, “on Jewish transports to 
the East’’:'8 


“Full details in the post. Jews are being shipped further and further 
East. Camps in Riga and Minsk only temporary measures, therefore no 
objections here.” 


116 VOLUME 4, NUMBER 2 


(“Genaues Schreiben unterwegs. Juden kommen weiter nach Osten. 
Lager in Riga und Minsk nur vorldufige Massnahme, daher hier keine 
Bedenken.’’) 


On the same day, Lohse sent Rosenberg the following secret telegram:'® 


“Security Police report transport of 50,000 Jews to the East. Arrival of 

first transport in Minsk 10.11., in Riga 19.11. Urgent: please defer 
transports, since the Jewish camps are to be transferred considerably 
further east.” 


Gerlach then expounds other conjectures centered on the “Mogilev crema- 
torium” (pp. 62-64), among which the following gem stands out. Hitler’s 
statement of Oct. 25, 194, “It is good if we are preceded by the fear that we 
exterminate Jewry” (“Es ist gut, wenn uns der Schrecken vorangeht, dap 
wir das Judentum ausrotten’’), is mistranslated as, “It is good that the fact 
that we exterminate Jewry inspires horror in other nations” (p. 64). 

However, Hitler’s statement begins a few lines earlier with the follow- 
ing words, indicating that the Jews were about to disappear from Europe by 
sending them into the morass:”° 


“Vor dem Reichstag habe ich dem Judentum prophezeit, der Jude wer- 
de aus Europa verschwinden, wenn der Krieg nicht vermieden bleibt. 
[...] Sage mir keiner: Wir kénnen sie doch nicht in den Morast schi- 
cken!” 


Translated: 


“Before the Reichstag, I prophesied to Jewry that the Jew would disap- 
pear from Europe if the war was not avoided. |...] Let nobody tell me: 
but we can’t send them into the morass!” 


As I have shown in a separate study,” for Hitler the terms Vernichtung, 
Ausrottung, Verschwinden (extermination, extirpation, disappearance) used 
with regard to the Jews were equivalent. They meant both their deportation 
out of Europe and the termination of their economic and political influence 
in Europe. 

Gerlach then produces the following as additional proof: 


“Mogilev is linked to another aspect of German extermination policy. 
In September 1941 a notorious killing experiment with exhaust gasses 
took place there under the command of the head of Einsatzgruppe B, 
Arthur Nebe.” (p. 64) 

He adds that, at the time, there were “two gassing experiments, one at Mo- 


gilev and one at Minsk.” (p. 65) These presumed experiments are said to 
have been performed in compliance with the order to find more humane 
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methods of execution than shooting, issued by Himmler to Nebe during his 
visit to Minsk in August 1941. But this anecdote is based solely on post- 
war testimonies, beginning with that of Erich von dem Bach-Zelewski, 
who had been Hoherer SS-und Polizeifiihrer in Russia. Similarly, even the 
presumed gassing experiments — using pipes connected to motor vehicles — 
are attested to solely by more or less unreliable witnesses, as demonstrated 
in my studies Il campo di Chelmno tra storia and propaganda (Effepi, 
Genoa, 2009), the American English translation edition of which is now in 
preparation under the title Chelmno: A German Camp in History and Pro- 
paganda, and Schiffbruch. Vom Untergang der Holocaust-Orthodoxie 
(Castle Hill Publishers). 

In the end, after two pages of conjecture, Gerlach is compelled to admit 
that “the SS apparently did not give up the idea of an extensive extermina- 
tion in camp in Mogilew until 1942, when the crematoria intended for Mo- 
gilev were delivered to Auschwitz” and that “it seems that a gas chamber 
in Mogilev never existed,” (p. 68) Mogilev was not, therefore, even a Jew- 
ish extermination camp! He then informs us that “instead, three gas vans 
were at that time located in the city, as in February 1942. This is proven by 
a newly found report of the Einsatzgruppe B.” (p. 68) In the related note, 
Gerlach claims that, according to the “Tdtigkeits- und Lagebericht der 
Einsatzgruppe B fiir die Zeit vom 16. bis 28 Februar, of 1 March 1942,” on 
23 February 1942 this Einsatzgruppe received two large “Gaswagen.” 
(note 83 on p. 77) It only remains to be established whether these vehicles 
were the presumed homicidal gassing vehicles, or mere gas-generator ve- 
hicles (Generatorgaswagen) or producer-gas vehicles (Holzgaswagen), 
referred to, for purposes of brevity, as Gaswagen, vehicles operating on 
gas produced by gas generators.' Incidentally, the term “Gaswagen,” as a 
homicidal gassing vehicle, gas van, only entered the language after the 
war; the documents mentioned in support of the reality of the presumed 
homicidal gassing vehicles were in fact referred to as Sonder-Wagen, Son- 
derfahrzeugen, Spezialwagen or S-Wagen. As documented by myself in the 
book Schiffbruch. Vom Untergang der Holocaust-Orthodoxie, one of the 
above-mentioned vehicles was sent to Auschwitz in September 1944 and 
was, in reality, a gas-generator vehicle. The document cited by Gerlach has 
also been discussed by Santiago Alvarez.” 

Gerlach then mentions the victims at Mogilev: “at once up to 4,000 
people were said to be killed;” (p. 68) that is, for a total of 25,000-30,000 
civilians between 1941 and 1942 (p. 69), but the sources are merely wit- 
ness testimonies made several years after the war before the Soviet War 
Crimes Commission investigating German crimes at Mogilev (notes 89, 91 
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and 92, p. 78)! Here as well, there is not the slightest trace of any real doc- 
uments. 
Gerlach concludes as follows: 


“Although there can be doubts about some details, it is at least proba- 
ble that the SS intended in autumn 1941 to send part of European Jewry 
to Mogilev to kill them there. Mogilev was one option; others were 
Lodz, Riga, and Minsk, precisely as mentioned during the conference in 
Prague on 10 October.” (p. 69) 


To return to reality, Gerlach’s inane conjectures are based on an audacious 
egregious distortion of the facts: the SS plan to deport Western European 
Jews to the transitory ghettos (Durchgangsghettos) of Riga and Minsk as a 
temporary measure (vorldufige Massnahme) prior to transporting them fur- 
ther east (weiter nach dem Osten) and the delivery of 4 muffles to Mogilev 
with a crematory capacity well below 80 bodies a day! 

This is how the Holocaust historians write “history.” 
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John Demjanjuk: The Man More Sinned Against 
Nigel Jackson 


“Tam aman more sinned against than sinning!” 
(King Lear in Shakespeare’s King Lear) 


I 


newspaper, reported this on 19th March under the prejudicial and am- 

biguous heading “Nazi camp guard dead.” Quoting the Washington 
Post, the newspaper referred to Demjanjuk as “the target of a decades-long 
international effort to prove that he participated in genocide as a guard at 
Nazi prison camps.” The report summarised the legal history of cases 
against him and noted that he was finally charged in Germany “with 
27,900 counts of being an accessory to murder as a prison guard at So- 
bibor,” one of the alleged Nazi “death camps.” In May 2011 Demjanjuk 
was found guilty and sentenced to five years in prison. There is no sugges- 
tion in this report by The Age that anything was amiss in the treatment of 
this man by the USA, Israel or Germany, although it is noted that he main- 
tained “that war-crime accusations against him were a matter of mistaken 
identity.” 

The purpose of this essay in memorial to Demjanjuk is to suggest that 
there was indeed much amiss in the treatment meted out to him — as indeed 
there has been in the reporting of his cases and life history by Melbourne 
newspapers — and to indicate the significance of the whole story to world 
politics and to the Australian political order. 


ohn Demjanjuk is dead. The Age, Melbourne’s more intellectual daily 


I 


Immediately on 19th March I emailed the following letter to the letters edi- 
tor of The Age: 


“The death of John Demjanjuk (‘Nazi camp guard dead,’ 19 Mar) 
brings to a close one of the most repulsive and inhumane persecutions 
of a human being in European history. Yoram Sheftel, Demjanjuk’s 
Jewish lawyer, provided in his 1995 book Show Trial a thorough expo- 
sure of the massive corruption involved in the staging of the first Israeli 
trial of Demjanjuk, whose verdict had to be overturned in the appeal 
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John Demjanjuk hearing his death sentence. Demjanjuk Trial Jerusalem, 
25 April 1988. USHMM Photograph #65266, courtesy of Israel 
Government Press Office [Public domain], via Wikimedia Commons 


trial because of irrefutable evidence found after the collapse of the Ber- 
lin Wall. 

There is plenty of evidence, too, that corruption was involved in the fur- 
ther campaign against Demjanjuk, which resulted in his cruel deporta- 
tion to Germany in his late eighties. As for the charges on which he 
was then found guilty, they are thoroughly preposterous. Moreover, re- 
visionist historians have mounted a strong case that Sobibor was not, in 
fact, a death camp at all, but a transit camp. The continuing persecu- 
tion of these historians in more than a dozen countries merely adds to 
the conviction that there is something very rotten indeed in contempo- 
rary Western European political orders.” 


This letter was not published and so I appealed to the letters’ editor next 
day, giving these reasons: 


“There is a strong body of opinion that John Demjanjuk was treated 
most unjustly in America, in Israel and in Germany. It includes eminent 
and thoughtful persons such as Patrick Buchanan, a former candidate 
for the American presidency. Even The Daily Telegraph in the UK in its 
obituary has written: ‘In 2011, doubt was cast on the very identity card 
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that had seemed so damning, with FBI analysis appearing to show it 
might have been tampered with.’ 

It is notable that, in contrast to their coverage during the Israeli trials, 
coverage of the Demjanjuk story throughout the second campaign 
against him including the German trial that this led to by major Aus- 
tralian media, The Age included, has been deplorably one-sided. I do 
not think that The Age published one pro-Demjanjuk letter throughout 
that whole period. Now that the man is dead, please at least let his de- 
fenders have some say!” 


The letters editors remained unmoved by this appeal and next day there 
was nothing published sympathetic to Demjanjuk. 

Even more depressing than this has been the response of our national 
newspaper, The Australian. Neither on the 19th nor the 20th of March did 
it publish any news about Demjanjuk’s death. Thus, on the 20th I emailed 
to its letters editor a letter very similar to that sent to The Age. It included 
the information about the statement by The Daily Telegraph and identified 
the identity card as having been issued by the Trawniki training camp. 

This letter did not appear on the 21st and so I emailed an appeal to the 
letters editor, giving my reasons as follows: 


“After the first Israeli trial of John Demjanjuk, The Australian ex- 
pressed triumphant joy in a spread that ran to several full pages. Even 
then it was possible to see that justice had not been done and The Aus- 
tralian published a letter of mine pointing this out. We now know, 
thanks to Sheftel and others, that there was massive corruption in both 
the USA and Israel that led to that verdict. 

It seems extraordinary that, now that Demjanjuk has just died, The 
Australian has made no reference at all to that death or the man’s life. 
It is also odd that major print media in Australia, including The Aus- 
tralian, have treated the second campaign against Demjanjuk, which re- 
sulted in his deportation to Germany and the trial there, as a relatively 
minor news story and have virtually silenced debate on the rightness or 
otherwise of the treatment of him. Quite a number of influential and in- 
formed persons, including former USA presidential candidate Pat Bu- 
chanan, have expressed grave reservations about the integrity of pro- 
ceedings against Demjanjuk. I think I am correct in saying that, since 
the second campaign against him was first publicised in Australia, The 
Australian has not published a single pro- Demjanjuk letter. 
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Isn’t it therefore time to allow this side of the controversy some cover- 
age, especially as it bears on the case of Australian citizen Charles 
Zentai, whose case is still in progress?” 


(Certain Jewish bodies have been agitating for years to have Australia de- 
port Zentai, now in his late eighties, to face “justice” (really a show trial) in 
Hungary over his alleged killing of a Jewish youth during World War 
Two.) The letters editor of The Australian remained unmoved by my ap- 
peal; and the newspaper continued to remain silent about Demjanjuk’s 
death. 


Ill 


Yoram Sheftel’s book Show Trial, first published in Israel in Hebrew in 
1993, establishes clearly that there was serious corruption in the USA to 
get Demjanjuk deported to Israel to stand trial, that Israeli authorities flout- 
ed true justice by deliberately turning the first trial into the theatre of a 
show trial, and that there was unacceptable bias against Demjanjuk in the 
way in which that trial, leading to a death sentence, was conducted. 

That it was possible to know wrongdoing was occurring before 
Sheftel’s book was published is proved by the full text of the first letter I 
sent The Australian on 2nd May 1988, and which was not accepted for 
publication (the one that finally appeared was much, much shorter). Here is 
that text: 

kK OK 

In your Weekend Australian for April 30— May 1, you employ nearly 5,000 
words apparently in order to convince your readers that Ukrainian Chris- 
tian John Demjanjuk has received justice in Israel and that the current drive 
to pursue up to 600 suspected “Nazi war criminals” in Australia is a splen- 
did jihad. [Several trials were eventually held, but resulted in no successful 
prosecutions; hence the intense eagerness in some quarters to at last get 
Australia “on the hook” by having Zentai sent to Hungary. | 


“With luck, it seems, we may even find some bigger fish than the one Is- 
rael has just hooked; and there may be a gladiatorial ‘trial’ of even 
more superb dimensions in the Land of the Yellow and Green [Austral- 
ia] (or is it the Red, the Yellow and the Black?)!” [The colours of the 
“Aboriginal flag”’] 
May I employ somewhat fewer words to suggest to you and your readers 
that John Demjanjuk may well have suffered immense injustice in Israel 
(making comparisons with the Dreyfus affair thoroughly apt) and that Aus- 
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tralia’s “leadership” in pursuing the New Inquisition is something of which 
we should all feel deeply ashamed? 

Your page 18 news report (“Cocky Ivan’s world collapses’) uses a pe- 
jorative word to encourage hostility in the reader towards Demjanjuk; and 
this is particularly mean-spirited in view of the fact that, whether justly or 
not, this man is facing a sentence of death and is thus entitled to the tradi- 
tional courtesies. 

We soon find from the first five paragraphs that Demjanjuk is alleged to 
be in much poorer psychological shape after being sentenced than when he 
arrived in Israel in February 1986 — the implication being, presumably, that 
the scoundrel’s bravado has received an excellent punch in the guts after 
his just denunciation. But this report depends only on unnamed “prison 
guards” and an unnamed “eyewitness” and may well be a propaganda fab- 
rication. 

A fatal anonymity continues. We are told that “according to legal ex- 
perts” Demjanjuk “has little to hope for” from his appeal; but the only such 
expert actually named is a “specialist in criminal law at Harvard, Professor 
Alan Dershowitz, who has followed the case closely.” Frankly, I suspect 
that this academic is a Jew and not a disinterested and impartial observer. 
[He is.] It is noteworthy that The Australian has not told its readers that the 
author of its 3,800-word “summary” of the trial, Gitta Sereny, is Jewish. 

The “legal experts” (we are informed by “Douglas Davis in Jerusalem”) 
claim that Demjanjuk’s defence is based on “a series of implausible con- 
tentions.” I shall list three of these and comment on them. 

(1) “That a succession of Treblinka survivors and a former SS guard in- 
accurately identified him as Ivan the Terrible.” But there were just such a 
series of proven inaccurate “identifications” in the trial of Frank Walus! 

(2) “That the Soviet authorities conspired to forge an identity document 
which placed him in the Trawniki camp, where Red Army deserters were 
trained to be guards at SS death camps.” But, as Chapman Pincher showed 
in The Secret Offensive (UK, 1985), the Soviet Union are past masters at 
such forgeries and have a whole political arm devoted to disinformation. 

It must be noted that Count Nikolai Tolstoy, who testified on 
Demjanjuk’s behalf for three days in Israel, told a Melbourne audience on 
March 4 that not only he but all the other experts consulted were confident 
that the card is a forgery, and he made it utterly clear that he had no confi- 
dence in the Israeli court’s turning aside of such evidence and that he could 
not imagine such a position being taken in a British or Australian court. 

Count Tolstoy was emphatic and unqualified in his view that Demjan- 
juk was not receiving justice in Israel. 
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Gitta Sereny does admit in her article that the defence have a good case 
that the card is a forgery: “there is (very curious for an ID) no date either of 
issue or validity. Strange too, that Demjanjuk’s two postings are written by 
hand so that the bearer could have written in and transferred himself any- 
where he wished. 


“The most important witness brought, Dr Julius Grant, one of Britain’s 
most distinguished forensic scientists, considered Demjanjuk’s signa- 
ture, in Cyrillic writing, ‘unlikely’ to be genuine.” 
And she admits that “The prosecution case hangs on a less-than-satisfac- 
tory card plus photo-identifications that many people feel were carried out 
with less than impeccable proceedings.” 
Yet she does not question the judge’s statement: 


“The court accepted the contention of two prosecution witnesses — a 
German police expert and an Israeli academic — who testified that the 
document was authentic, rather than the defence witnesses, whose ex- 
pertise in the field had been undermined during cross-examination.”’ 


A first-class and disinterested journalist would surely have felt obliged in a 
3,800-word article to either show the tenable grounds for the judge’s deci- 
sion or to oppose it. 

(3) “That he was at the Chelm prisoner-of-war camp when he was al- 
leged to have been at Treblinka — a claim that was proved to be historically 
impossible.” But was it proved to be historically impossible? There are 
many relevant aspects of World War II history which remain extremely 
controversial and which will continue to do so until the research of the “re- 
visionist historians” is clearly rebutted in an academic manner (if it can 
be). The enormous efforts made to defame these historians and to suppress 
their writings only makes one more suspicious that some of them must 
have exposed at least something that is true and iconoclastic. 

Furthermore, the references in Gitta Sereny’s article to the Chelm issue 
do not in fact add up to a harmonious and fully articulate story. Her report 
of Judge Dorner’s interrogation of Demjanjuk concerning his “forgetting” 
of his time at Chelm “when the Americans had been interrogating him 
about his early life’ may well be correct; but it is impossible to fit this 
American interrogation into her earlier account of how Demjanjuk changed 
his testimony. 

As one reads Ms Sereny’s article, all sorts of questions and problems 
arise. 

Firstly, there is the positive evidence in Demjanjuk’s favour. “Three 
other survivors of the upper camp (at Treblinka) — two in Israel and one in 
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Australia — did not see a resemblance.” Ms Sereny has already admitted 
that “The documentary record is scanty; our knowledge of it depends, in 
the final analysis, on human memory.” Is it justice to execute Demjanjuk 
43 years after the war on the basis of “human memory”? 

Bishop Scharba (from Demjanjuk’s church, St Vladimir’s) has stated: “I 
cannot bring together the man I know and the man he is accused of being.” 
Ms Sereny was very ready to proffer the opinion of an Israeli psychologist 
(Dan Bar-On): “If he is really innocent, though, then however often he has 
heard these accusations, he would have to show anger.” 

Why? Psychologists, like historians, often have differing opinions. Re- 
ports of Demjanjuk’s trial have at times indicated that he showed anger. 
And Ms Sereny produces no psychologist to explain the discrepancy noted 
by Bishop Scharba. 

Instead, she rather deftly uses innuendo to suggest that Bishop Scharba 
is uneasy at defending Demjanjuk (“Bishop Scharba very soon veers away 
from Demjanjuk to talk about “the Ukrainians” general sense of group vic- 
timisation.”’) 

Similar innuendo is used to seek to discredit Demjanjuk’s supporter Je- 
rome Brentar, who is made to sound like a dedicated helper of fleeing Nazi 
monsters (Eichmann’s name is tenuously linked to him on a “guilt by asso- 
ciation” ploy). Yet we are told that Brentar succeeded in “getting state- 
ments from three Polish villagers near Treblinka that Demjanjuk’s photo- 
graph in no way resembled the Ivan they had known: a giant approaching 
his 40’s with greying hair” and that “He then visited Kurt Franz, Treblin- 
ka’s deputy commandant... and acquired an affidavit with an identical de- 
scription.” 

Ms Sereny never uses innuendo to discredit any Jews or Israelis. 

Moreover, she gives no reason why the evidence of Franz was not ac- 
cepted by the judges, while they did fulsomely accept the testimony hostile 
to Demjanjuk, of Otto Horn. The way Ms Sereny writes about Horn should 
also be noted: 


“a 77-year-old (in 1981) German SS sergeant who had been in charge 
of burning the bodies at Treblinka. He had been acquitted at the 1965 
Treblinka trial in Dusseldorf, had turned State’s evidence and was de- 
scribed by the survivors as ‘inoffensive.’ His identification of Demjan- 
juk as Ivan was important: he had no axe to grind.” 
But did he have no axe to grind? From one point of view, Horn may be 
seen as a turncoat. What were his motives for turning State’s evidence? Is 
it possible that he was subject to blackmail or bribery? Is it possible that he 
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has a position to maintain? We cannot lightly accept the Israeli judges’ as- 
sertion about Horn: 


“(He) had already served a prison sentence for his wartime activities 
[...] and had no personal motive for implicating Demjanjuk.”’ 


Another most unsatisfactory element in Ms Sereny’s account concerns her 
handling of the evidence of Pinhas Epstein (that on arrival at Israel 
Demjanjuk clearly walked like “Ivan the Terrible”): “It was one of those 
moments when one’s doubts dissolve: this was no horror story, no prepared 
scenario by a professional witness. He could not have known this question 
would be asked... the memory of how a man walked, a characteristic that 
does not change with age.” 

My doubts did not dissolve at all. The question asked by the defence 
was an obvious one, which any eyewitness could have easily anticipated 
being asked (“When you saw John Demjanjuk get off the plane, did that 
man fit the memory you couldn’t forget?”). And is it true that a man’s walk 
does not change after 40 or so years? My podiatrist has just been explain- 
ing to me how damage to the feet can throw out knees, hips and spine, as 
one ages. 

Ms Sereny also tells us: “Historians called by the prosecution said it 
was impossible (that Demjanjuk was at Chelm as long as he claimed): no 
prisoner stayed there for 18 months.” But the fatal anonymity intrudes 
again. Who were these historians? Count Nikolai Tolstoy, in his Mel- 
bourne address on March 4, specifically stated that the prosecution had 
been able to present no world class historian to support their case and had 
had to “bring in a few nonentities.” He said that he did not believe that the 
world class historians would have lent themselves to the sort of proceed- 
ings being carried out against Demjanjuk. Count Tolstoy is a successful 
professional historian with a world reputation. 

It is not surprising to read, then, that “The last week of the trial has pro- 
duced the angriest confrontation between judges and defence. Defence 
lawyer Paul Chumak [...] warned the judges to be ‘careful’ — Israeli justice 
‘is on trial.’” Indeed, it is. The truth is, however, that Israel has never had 
the slightest right to try this Ukrainian Christian on the basis of retrospec- 
tive and ex post facto legislation. 

The judges asserted: “We are satisfied that we have remained objective. 
This has not been a show trial or another Dreyfus case, as the defence has 
suggested.” But they cannot claim to pass judgement on themselves. Im- 
partial and competent students of their proceedings will in due course do 
that. 
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And this brings us to the extraordinary front-page article which The 
Australian has gleefully headed: “How we lead hunt for the next Ivan.” 

The Simon Wiesenthal Centre, the group that vociferously maintained 
that Frank Walus was someone he was not, is described, in good sporting 
terminology, as “the world’s top Nazi-hunting group.” 

We learn that the centre is “promoting Australia as a leader in the ‘revo- 
lution’ that in two years has swept the West from apathy to action in the 
pursuit of untried war criminals from the Holocaust.” Rather, the whole 
international charade has been organised behind the scenes, no doubt with 
enormous financial and psychological pressure on governments, politicians 
and the media, and has imposed one community’s war psychosis on na- 
tions. 

Your report includes the choice advice: “The apparent success of direct 
approaches by Australia to Eastern bloc countries, including the Soviet 
Union, for access to information and witnesses has enhanced other coun- 
tries’ prospects of doing the same.” What a poisonously clever way of us- 
ing the word “enhanced” (which smacks of virtue and beauty)! Translated 
(for I write in the tradition of Orwell) this sentence means that we have 
been bootlicking tyrants so successfully that others will not sustain as 
much damage to their tongues as might have been expected. 

So much for the coverage by The Australian of these events which are 
so threatening to our traditional freedoms and to the cause of Truth. But I 
have more to add. 

I accuse. 

I accuse the State of Israel of engaging in monstrous injustice, as al- 
ready indicated, and call upon it to surrender my fellow-Christian to his 
family. 

I accuse the Christian leaders and peoples of the West, including those 
in Australia, of disgraceful apathy and craven turpitude in allowing this 
wickedness to occur without the most energetic and articulate resistance. 

I accuse the Jewish people, in Australia and overseas, of complicity in 
the actions of their misguided leaders; for there has been almost no Jewish 
criticism of their deeds. 

I accuse the United States of America for yielding one of its citizens to 
a kangaroo court on the basis of deportation proceedings without due pro- 
cess. 

I accuse The Australian of encouraging a New Inquisition and Witch 
Hunt when it is the responsibility of all decent intellectuals to plead in this 
context for an attitude of mercy and forgiveness. 
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The Australian Senate will later this month have an opportunity to put 
an end to Australian participation in this demonic crusade. 


kk OK 


Unfortunately, the Senate voted to support the passage of the War Crimes 
Amendment Bill, which had already been passed in the House of Repre- 
sentatives with bipartisan support. The Liberal-National Coalition voted 
against the proposed Bill in the Senate, but did not have the numbers to 
win the day. As a result, a small number of “Nazi war crimes trials” were 
held in Australia, some aspects of the proceedings being quite farcical, but 
leading to no convictions. 


IV 


A letter from Count Tolstoy was published in the London Daily Telegraph 
on 12th April 1988. Here is the complete text: 


kk OK 


Political considerations have been blatantly permitted to override the rule 
of law in the recently concluded case of John Demjanjuk (report, 19th 
April). 

Last autumn I spent three days in the courtroom, testifying as an expert 
witness for the defence. There was scarcely an aspect of the court’s proce- 
dure which did not strike at the most vital principles of natural justice. 

The lack of a jury and the specious pretext employed to deny the de- 
fence any financial resource are apparently staple Israeli practice about 
which no more need be said. The case was regarded as a show trial in eve- 
ry sense of the word, as was evident by its being conducted in a theatre 
with continuous live television coverage. 

Judge Levin’s conduct of proceedings represented an appalling travesty 
of every principle of equity. He regularly intervened with bitter sarcasm or 
crude personal attacks, always at the expense of the accused, his counsel or 
witnesses called for the defence. He repeatedly took especial care to forbid 
without explanation the hearing of much of the evidence most damning to 
the prosecution case. 

The intervention of Shamir [the then Israeli leader] and other political 
figures in the proceedings would have been unthinkable in any civilised 
country, though it may be conceded that the Prime Minister possesses a 
closer acquaintance than some with the theory and practice of terrorism. 
Specially bussed-in audiences were repeatedly permitted to boo and hiss at 
appropriate moments, Judge Levin smilingly calling for order after an ap- 
propriate time-lapse. 
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Neither defence nor prosecution laboured under any delusions with re- 
gard to the outcome. In conclusion, the overwhelming impression one re- 
ceived was that no judge or prosecution (in this case virtually indistin- 
guishable) could possibly have found it necessary to act in the way they 
did, were they genuinely convinced of the defendant’s guilt. It can only be 
hoped, for Israel’s sake almost as much as Demjanjuk’s, that the Appeal 
Court does not display the blind intransigence which (alas) most concerned 
observers anticipate. 

kK OK 

One distinguished Australian who was alive to the improprieties of the first 
Israeli trial of Demjanjuk was B. A. Santamaria, the president of the Na- 
tional Civic Council, an anti-communist pressure group with a distinctly 
Catholic atmosphere. In his Point of View column in the NCC journal 
News Weekly for 11th May 1988 entitled “War crimes trials [...] a matter 
of justice,” he pointed out that, as the Senate was due to debate the pro- 
posed War Crimes Amendment Bill on 17th May, what mattered were “the 
danger signs which the procedures in the Demjanjuk case signal as to the 
forthcoming trials of alleged war criminals in Australia.” 

Santamaria noted that Demjanjuk’s conviction “was secured in large 
part by the Court’s acceptance of the genuineness of an identity card sup- 
plied by the Soviet KGB” and that it was well known that this organisation 
had often framed people. 

He then quoted a letter by Lord Denning, Master of the Rolls, whom he 
described as “the most prominent legal member of the House of Lords over 
the last quarter century,” in the 28th April issue of the Daily Telegraph. 
This deserves to be reproduced here in full, as it shows the kind of treat- 
ment, well outside the realm of the lawful, to which Demjanjuk had been 
subjected by force majeure: 

ok ck ok 

“John Demjanjuk,” wrote Lord Denning, “has been tried by the judges 
of Israel and sentenced to death.” 

I would ask these questions. 

First, against what law has he offended? 

Not against the law of Israel. The offences were committed in the years 
1942-1943 before the State of Israel existed or had any laws of its own. It 
was not founded until 1948. 

Nor were the offences committed against the laws of Germany or Po- 
land. They were committed in the concentration camp at Treblinka and 
were done by the orders of those in authority in those states. 
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The only law against which he had offended was the international law 
in respect of crimes against humanity. It was defined in the Charter of Nu- 
remberg: “Murder, extermination, and enslavement, deportation and other 
inhuman acts, committed against any civilian population before or during 
the war.” 

Second, what state had jurisdiction to try such crimes against humanity? 

According to international law, a single state after the war might have 
jurisdiction to set up its special court to try such crimes committed by per- 
sons in its custody. 

The four powers who signed the Charter for Nuremberg acted on this 
principle by agreeing to set up the Nuremberg Court to try war criminals 
then in custody in Germany. 

But I know of no principle by which the State of Israel could set up 
such a court to try crimes said to be committed over 40 years earlier in a 
far off country by a man not in its custody. 

In my opinion it was contrary to international law for the State of Israel 
to arrange with the United States for the deportation of Demjanjuk to Israel 
to stand trial there; and for the Court of Israel to try him there for a crime 
against humanity. 

If he was to be tried at all, it should have been by an international court 
of justice like the one set up in Nuremberg for he was a war criminal just 
like Goering and the rest. 

I am afraid too that the trial shows signs of racial and political venge- 
ance. Whereas at the trial at Nuremberg the prosecution’s case against 
those convicted was clear on the documents and undisputed, here there was 
room for doubt. 

The prosecution’s case was rested on identification by witnesses over 
40 years later. But we all know how mistakes are made by the witnesses at 
identification parades here. The accused protested his innocence through- 
out. 

The atmosphere at the trial can be seen by the report that there was 
“clapping, cheering and dancing” by the packed “‘audience” when he was 
sentenced to death. 

When I have sentenced to death, there was a hushed calm and solemn 
silence. 

kK OK 
(Lord Denning should have referred to Demjanjuk as “a person accused of 
being a war criminal” and not as “a war criminal” tout court. His complete 
confidence in the integrity of the proceedings at Nuremberg also appears 
most questionable.) 
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Santamaria felt that Lord Denning’s arguments made it wrong for Aus- 
tralia to hold “Nazi war crimes trials” of its own. If, despite this, the ALP 
government led by Robert Hawke, set such trials up, “certain prerequisites 
were indispensable.” 

One of these was that “under no circumstances should there be any de- 
portations.” Santamaria, had he lived long enough to see it, would have 
opposed the current campaign to deport Zentai to Hungary. Unfortunately 
his successors at the NCC think differently. 

Another prerequisite listed by Santamaria was that “Soviet, Yugoslav or 
other similar evidence should be totally disregarded unless corroborated by 
independent evidence clearly beyond Soviet (or similar) control.” That, 
too, would stymie the attempt to deport Zentai, as the case against him 
rests essentially on proceedings carried out in Hungary under a communist 
government in 1948. 

Five years later, after Demjanjuk’s acquittal by the Israeli Court of Ap- 
peal, Melbourne Jewish columnist Robert Manne published an important 
opinion piece in The Age on 29th September 1993 entitled “Justice and 
John Demjanjuk.” A number of his comments are worth recalling. For in- 
stance, reflecting on the first trial, he noted how difficult it had been for 
any Israeli court to provide a fair trial and explained: “For many Jews in 
Israel and abroad, anyone who assisted with the defence of Demjanjuk was 
a Nazi collaborator or a traitor. In the course of the trial a Holocaust survi- 
vor actually threw acid in the face of Demjanjuk’s tenacious defence coun- 
sel, Yoram Sheftel.” 

Manne also commented on a failure of the court visible “in the rougher 
than usual handling visited upon certain expert witnesses called for the de- 
fence.” One of these “was so distressed by her experience in the witness 
box that, on the evening following it, she attempted suicide by slitting her 
wrists.” 

Manne rebuked the judges for never admitting “what common sense 
should always have made clear: that the memories of a face shown in an 
old photograph of those who had passed through a hell 40 years earlier, 
was no basis for sending a man to the gallows.” He even accused them of 
deliberate fabrication in that they “concocted a story which had Ivan travel- 
ling to Sobibor in early 1943 and back to Treblinka in time for the uprising 
there in August.” 

Manne especially condemned the role of the Office of Special Investi- 
gations (an arm of the US Department of Justice): 


“Tf the reputation of the Israeli court has been tarnished by the Dem- 
janjuk affair, the reputation of the OSI has been shattered. Since Sheftel 
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uncovered the crucial Soviet depositions that revealed Ivan the Terri- 
ble’s identity, it has been discovered by Demjanjuk’s friends in the US 
that a considerable amount of this very evidence had been in the pos- 
session of the OSI since the late 1970s! It now seems clear that the OSI 
deliberately withheld this evidence from the Israelis... To have con- 
cealed evidence which might have saved Demjanjuk from the gallows 
and the Israelis from a major act of injustice is no small matter.” 


Manne concluded, alas without prescience, that, while there was a strong 
possibility that Demjanjuk had served as an SS guard at Sobibor, “since the 
death of Danilchenko [a man who had allegedly testified to the KGB that 
Demjanjuk was at both Trawniki and Sobibor] and in the absence of other 
evidence, it is highly unlikely that any civilised court would find him guilty 
of such a charge.” 

Manne ended his piece with two telling rhetorical questions to which 
his implied answers were obviously no and yes: “Can these or other fail- 
ings be avoided in future Nazi war crimes trials? Is it not time to bring this 
process to a close?” 

That Demjanjuk should never be sent for trial to Israel was well known 
in some quarters months before the trial began. For example, Patrick Bu- 
chanan, then a speech-writer for President Reagan, published an article 
substantiating that position which was republished in News Weekly on 12th 
November 1986. 

Buchanan attacked the claims of various alleged eyewitnesses, after 
pointing out that no less than eleven survivors, as well as Simon Wiesen- 
thal himself, had been wrong in identifying Chicago’s Frank Walus as the 
“Butcher of Kielce.” “For six years,” Buchanan commented, “Walus’s life 
was living hell because of the testimony of such eyewitnesses. Finally, 
overwhelming proof turned up that all were wrong, that Walus had spent 
the entire war in Germany as a farm labourer, that he was too short, too 
young and of the wrong nationality (Polish) even to belong to the Gesta- 


” 


po. 

Buchanan summed up his findings in a single devastating sentence: “In 
brief, as many Treblinka survivors claim “Ivan” was killed in 1943 as say 
he survived the war, and the number who do not identify Demjanjuk as 
‘Ivan’ far exceeds the number who do.” 

As for the identification card placing Ivan Demjanjuk at Trawniki, 
which the Soviets conveniently produced in 1980, Buchanan provided the 
following critique: 
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“An expert who examined the card found that an ‘umlaut’ was missing 
on a word on the ID card and that the card used, instead of a separate 
letter, a combination of letters not common in German until about 
1960. 
The former paymaster at Trawniki claims he never saw a card similar 
to this one at the camp: ‘Missing is the date of issue, missing is the 
place of issue, missing is the officer’s signature.’ 
The photograph of Demjanjuk on the card has been tampered with — 
parts are blocked out. Demjanjuk — from a blow-up — is wearing a Rus- 
sian tunic. 
The photograph was obviously stapled to some other document before 
being placed on the card. 
The seals on the card are misaligned — as though separate documents 
were placed together. 
The card gives Demjanjuk’s height as roughly 5ft 9in — he is actually 
Oft lin. 
We have no card; the Soviets have only provided a photostat copy.” 
We are entitled to ask how the Office of Special Investigations could con- 
sider itself in a position to recommend the deportation of Demjanjuk to 
Israel. A strong presumption exists that it was fatally biased in its handling 
of the whole matter. 


V 


It is to the great credit of News Weekly that between 1986 and 1994 it re- 
ported regularly on the Demjanjuk case, often providing information that 
did not appear in the major newspapers. 

It had much to say about the alleged Trawniki training camp ID card 
with Demjanjuk’s name on it. On 18th May 1988 it reported Edward Nish- 
nic, son-in-law of Demjanjuk, as documenting faked Soviet evidence 
against his father-in-law. 


“He has a copy of an article from a Soviet magazine which showed an 
ID card, made out in John Demjanjuk’s name, but with the photograph 
of another person on it.” 


On 25th May 1988 News Weekly provided an edited transcript of a talk 
given by Nishnic in Melbourne the previous week. Nishnic said: 


“Without this document [the ID card], there is not another document in 
the world, any record, any form, anything with the name John Dem- 
janjuk, anywhere. I have here a report from Warsaw from the Ministry 
of Justice Main Commission investigating Nazi Crimes in Poland. The 
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top line reads, ‘with reference to your letter, the [Commission] wishes 
to inform you that we do not have any data concerning Demjanjuk.’ 
They literally had never heard of him. The same report came back from 
the Berlin Documents Centre.” 


Nishnic pointed out another suspicious matter: 


“Appearing on this identity card which is the back of this card, it has 
the wrong man’s picture on it. This picture just so happened to be the 
picture next to the alleged picture of Mr Demjanjuk on the Soviet photo 
spread.” 


He implied that the card had been supplied to a Soviet journalist by the 
KGB. 
Nishnic further pointed out: 


“On the card, which was actually on the original, it said that this card 
was translated in the year 1948 after the Red Army had swept these 
camps. [...] One thing we couldn’t figure out and brought to the atten- 
tion of the court — if in fact this card was translated in 1948, why would 
they pay his mother a Hero’s Pension until almost 1960? The card dis- 
appeared and later reappeared with a section which as you can see 
clearly a blank was put over it before it was copied. We took this to the 
Soviet embassy in Washington DC and said this was altered; explain 
why you took that date off. Vice-Consul Valery Nkubinov in Washington 
said, ‘That’s in the interests of the Soviet Union, and it’s none of your 


ym 


business. 


On 26th October 1991, News Weekly published a review by Michael Fitz- 
gerald of a book entitled Ivan the Terrible and sub-titled The Trial of John 
Demjanjuk by Tom Teicholz, published by the prestigious firm of Penguin. 
The book was a Jewish writer’s attempt to whitewash the findings of the 
first Israeli trial. Fitzgerald reported and commented on Teicholz’s tale: 


“The most telling piece of documentary evidence was the so-called 
Trawniki card. This was ‘uncovered’ by the relevant KGB department 
following a request for information on an ‘Ivan Demjanjuk at Trawni- 
ki.’ It was made available to the prosecution through the good offices of 
Armand Hammer, a confidant to the Soviet leadership since the time of 
Stalin.” 
[On 14th August 1993 News Weekly described Hammer as “the disgraced 
industrialist.”] Fitzgerald noted that the defence had “disputed the card’s 
details relating to Demjanjuk’s hair colour, complexion and facial shape” 
and that the judges in their judgement had stated that it was “not the tech- 
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nical details [of the documentary evidence] which will seal the fate of the 
accused.” 

On 11th April 1992 News Weekly published an article titled “Germany’s 
Stern uncovers Demjanjuk fraud.” Here are excerpts from this important 
item: 

“The so-called Trawniki Card was provided to the Israelis by Soviet 
authorities. It was given to the Federal Criminal Police in Wiesbaden in 
January 1987 so that forensic experts could determine if it were genu- 
ine. The Germans concluded at first sight that the document contained a 
series of distinctive features that placed some doubt over its authentici- 
ty. The head of the unit, Dr Louis-Ferdinand Werner, recorded in a 
memo that: (1) The card did not have — as was customary — a date of is- 
sue; (2) The rank of the issuing officer, SS Haupsturmfuhrer (Captain) 
Streibel was printed on the card and not entered by hand or by type- 
writer, as was customary because ranks would change rapidly; (3) The 
photograph of Demjanjuk’s head had been mounted to the neck with 
two different types of glue; (4) A quite unusual typeface (for that peri- 
od) was used; and (5) The SS-runes shown on the card had been drawn 
by hand before being copied by the printer. 
The forensic experts informed the Israeli embassy in Bonn of these ini- 
tial observations and said that a fortnight would be needed to allow a 
meticulous examination. The Israelis responded that ‘further examina- 
tions are no longer required.’ Dr Werner concluded in his memo: ‘In 
this case, the experts’ doubts are to be subordinated to political consid- 
erations’ and that ‘finding out the true facts of the case does not really 
matter here.’” 


Stern reported: 


“Undeterred by these events, Police Major Bezaleli [from the Docu- 
ment Laboratory in Jerusalem] subsequently proceeded |...] to the Fed- 
eral Archives in Koblenz and other places to look for any material sub- 
Sstantiating the authenticity of the document — this was likewise unsuc- 
cessful. He searched for a comparable SS identification card — in vain — 
for there is not one single specimen in Germany.” 


Stern added: 


“Also, the signatures on this [card] have obviously been forged: The 
former SS Haupsturmfuhrer Karl Streibel, who allegedly signed the ID- 
card, as well as Rudolf Reiss, the former pay-sergeant of the SS training 
camp at Trawniki, where, according to the ID-card, Demjanjuk served 
in 1942, emphatically denied in sworn statements in the presence of 
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German detectives, ever having signed, handed out or even having seen 
such a document.” 


Contemptuously and sarcastically, Stern noted that the Israeli court had 
“accepted the judgement of Professor Scheffler, a historian, who, without 
training in forensic science, believed the card to be authentic, adding that 
‘anyone who would like to falsify such a [card] would have to be an abso- 
lute expert.’” 

On 28th August 1993, News Weekly published a report that the German 
weekly news magazine Der Spiegel had reached a similar conclusion about 
the ID card: 


“Bavarian writing analyst Dieter Lehner examined the Trawniki ID 
closely. He pointed out a false service seal had been used on the card, 
the improper usage of German words, and a letter ‘k’ in the wrong 
style, which led to the manipulation of the signature. Other indications: 
grammatical markings were missing or were hand-marked rather than 
printed; the service number 1393 had been assigned even before Dem- 
janjuk was captured by the Germans and the photograph was probably 
removed from Demjanjuk’s 1947 Regensburg driver’s licence, added to 
the Trawniki card and then retouched.” 


It should now be apparent to the reader how totally unreliable the card is 
and that it is the product of deliberate Soviet efforts to frame Demjanjuk to 
secure his conviction for American and Israeli interests. 


VI 


News Weekly’s coverage also had much to tell about the Office of Special 
Investigations. On 4th May 1988 an article referred to “a three-year Free- 
dom of Information battle” to obtain Soviet documents from the OSI for 
Demjanjuk’s defence. On 18th May 1988 it commented, again relying on 
Nishnic, that this evidence “was withheld from Demjanjuk’s lawyers, ap- 
parently because the Office deeply resented its failure to secure convictions 
in the Walus and Fedorenko cases.” 

On 25th May 1988 in the Melbourne statement by Nishnic, News Week- 
ly published significant information of how the world campaign against 
“Nazi war criminals” began: 


“The Demjanjuk case started in the Soviet Union — I can back it up to 
before Elizabeth Holtzman — the originator of the Holtzman Amendment 
which initiated the Nazi hunt — had gone to the Soviet Union to discuss 
two basic issues. First and foremost was for freer immigration of Soviet 
Jews into the USA and secondly was to collaborate with the KGB on 
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bringing back to justice their accused war criminals. Several years lat- 

er a man by the name of Michael Hanusiak — the head of the Com- 

munist Party in the US — went over to the Soviet Union and had evident- 
ly open access to their archival centres. He came back to the United 

States with a list of suspects. One of the names on that list was Ivan 

Demjanjuk.” 

So, the whole campaign against Demjanjuk and others was initiated by a 
collaboration between totalitarian communists and elements within the 
world Jewish community. The role of the latter deserves comprehensive 
investigation by impartial researchers in the future. 

Nishnic also referred to the testimony of Danilchenko (or H. Daniel 
Shenko) who claimed to have been with Demjanjuk in Sobibor, Regens- 
burg and Flossenbiirg from March 1943 to the end of the war; and Nishnic 
described him as “an official Soviet eye-witness.” 

On 16th January 1993 News Weekly published some more damaging in- 
formation about the OSI: 


“One former prosecutor, George Parker, stated under oath that he had 
sent a memo to his superiors warning that to proceed with the Treblinka 
allegations would violate professional ethics. Parker produced a copy 
of the memo — the existence of which has been repeatedly denied by 
government lawyers. It carefully details that the evidence presented two 
factually irreconcilable scenarios regarding Demjanjuk’s alleged 
whereabouts during World War I.” 


The first placed him in Treblinka, the second at Sobibor at the same period. 
“We have little admissible evidence that the defendant was at Sobibor,” the 
memo stated. News Weekly’s report continued: 


“Parker and former colleague Martin Mendelsohn have testified about 
the degree of pressure brought on the OSI by a former member of Con- 
gress, Joshua Eilberg of Pennsylvania. Eilberg wrote to the then Attor- 
ney-General Griffin Bell to say that the Justice Department ‘could not 
afford to lose’ the Demjanjuk case. Parker told the court that he left the 
OSI because he could not ethically continue to prosecute Demjanjuk on 
the Treblinka charges. He said that his misgivings were dismissed by 
his superiors.” 

It is not surprising that US authorities eventually turned the spotlight on to 

the OSL. In its edition of 3rd July 1993. News Weekly noted: 
“The United States Supreme Court has approved the current investiga- 
tion into the US Government’s extradition and denaturalisation case 
against John Demjanjuk. Two former OSI attorneys had sought a Su- 
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preme Court order to halt the investigation by the Circuit Court of Ap- 
peals on the grounds that the Circuit Court had no jurisdiction once 
Demjanjuk was extradited to Israel in 1986.” 


The same news report quoted London Daily Telegraph writer Herb Greer 
as likening the past treatment of Demjanjuk to a “positive lynching” in 
which “officials charged with enforcement take it upon themselves to bend 
or ignore the due processes of law.” Greer remarked of the Demjanjuk 
case: 


“During the deportation proceedings the American Government per- 
verted its own due process by rigging a photo-identity routine, refusing 
close examination by the defence of a disputed identity card, and by 
throwing away evidence that would have helped Demjanjuk’s defence. 
Later the American authorities suppressed a cable from the Russian 
Government that clearly established Demjanjuk’s plea of mistaken 
identity.” 

On 14th August 1993, News Weekly noted the infamous manner in which 

the US could obtain denaturalisations and extraditions: 


“Unlike Australia, the United States did not enact legislation to try Nazi 
war crimes cases. Instead, civil hearings — which require far less rigor- 
ous evidence than criminal trials — are used against suspected Nazis to 
strip them of the protection of US citizenship. Thus exposed, they are 
deported to their former countries or — in Demjanjuk’s case — to who- 
ever wants them.” 


On 28th August 1988, News Weekly reported a second legal victory for 
Demjanjuk on 3rd August “when a US federal court in Cincinnati ruled 
that [he] must be permitted to return to the United States.” After the Israeli 
appeal trial, the judges had taken over nine months to give their verdict 
(only two months had been needed for a verdict in the first trial). There had 
been calls to have Demjanjuk re-tried as a Nazi war criminal in the Sobibor 
camp. 

News Weekly noted that the US Court of Appeals had “criticised the US 
Justice Department’s prosecution of Demjanjuk, calling it ‘careless at the 
least.” The court also questioned how Attorney-General Janet Reno could 
have supported the legal position that Demjanjuk should continue to be 
barred from the US while federal courts reconsider their earlier decision to 
revoke his American citizenship.” 

Nishnic, News Weekly added, had said that “in the Cincinnati courtroom 
the US Government had argued that Judge Thomas Wiseman’s report to 
the Court of Appeal had cleared the Justice Department of fraud. ‘At that 
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point,’ Nishnic said, ‘Chief Judge Gilbert Merritt advised Douglas Wilson 
(the attorney for the US Government) that the issue had not been resolved 
and would be the subject of arguments to be presented on 3rd September in 
Cincinnati.’” 

The OSI was finally nailed, as News Weekly reported in its edition of 
4th December 1993: 


“A United States court of appeals has ruled that the prosecution case 
against alleged war criminal John Demjanjuk ‘constituted a fraud on 
the court.’ In a unanimous verdict, the Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals 
struck down its own previous decision approving Demjanjuk’s extradi- 
tion and said that federal prosecutors [had] ‘acted with reckless disre- 
gard for the truth.’ It found that the OSI had withheld documents which 
supported Demjanjuk’s contention that he was a victim of mistaken 
identity.” 


Vil 


The picture of the mistreatment of Demjanjuk can be fleshed out still fur- 
ther by looking at other information provided by News Weekly. On 18th 
May 1988, its report of statements by Nishnic included the following: 


“Contrary to press reports in Australia, Demjanjuk made no ‘confes- 
sion’ either to the American marshals who escorted him to Israel, or to 
an Israeli policeman who spoke Ukrainian, he said [...] the reports 
were false, and no such evidence was introduced at the trial.” 


A comprehensive study on the reporting by the major Australian print me- 
dia of the Demjanjuk affair between 1986 and 1993 would almost certainly 
show a continued bias in favor of his accusers. We are entitled to ask why. 

A number of items in News Weekly raise the strong suspicion that the 
Israeli trial of Demjanjuk was being used for reasons other than the authen- 
tic conduct of justice. For example, in his review of Tom Teicholz’s book 
on 26th October 1991, Michael Fitzgerald commented: 


“Tt also serves to show the motivation of the ‘war crimes lobby’ which 
has succeeded in convincing countries such as Canada and Australia to 
spend millions of dollars bringing alleged war criminals (but only those 
associated with Nazi Germany) to justice. One gets the impression that 
this is basically an educational exercise aimed at a number of targets: 
(1) the younger generation of Jews which is apparently showing a lack 
of interest in the Holocaust; (2) non-Jews, to remind them of their role 
in anti-Semitism; and (3) to overshadow and discredit the activities of 
‘revisionist’ historians whose claims that the Holocaust has been exag- 


INCONVENIENT HISTORY 141 


gerated or substantially invented have gained ground in France, Ger- 
many and North America. Alan Dershowitz [...| fully endorses Teich- 
olz’s book, saying that it is... ‘for a world which must never be allowed 
to forget.’” 


On 3rd July 1993, in the previously mentioned article by Herb Greer quot- 
ed by News Weekly from the UK Daily Telegraph, we read: 


“One witness was seen to contradict his own written statement made 
decades before when memories were fresh and more dependable, yet 
the contradiction was ignored and the testimony taken as true, because 
the witness was a Holocaust survivor. His transparently vengeful mal- 
ice and the consequent possibility of reasonable doubt was also ig- 
nored. Even after the lucky discovery of post-glasnost documents from 
KGB files made it clear that Demjanjuk’s plea of mistaken identity was 
valid, the self-contradicting Israeli witness still stuck to his story... This 
raised the question of whether some survivors of the Holocaust have 
been corrupted by their own suffering and their longing for justice per- 
verted into a desire for vengeance at any cost.” 


Returning to the review of Teicholz’s book, we may note that Michael 
Fitzgerald wrote very scornfully about the Israeli attempt to discredit Dem- 
janjuk: 
“The historical experts called by the prosecution to demolish Demjan- 
juk’s alibi must have spent their lives hiding their lamps under a bushel. 
They were... unknown in their field, with one, a Dr Meisel, even argu- 
ing that Poland was Germany’s ally in World War II.” 


In its report of 14th August 1993 News Weekly reminded its readers that for 
sixteen years Demjanjuk had been facing one trial or another. 


“He has been imprisoned in Israel since 1986 in a 7 foot x 12 foot cell 
in which a light burns constantly, with his every word and movement 
recorded on audio-visual equipment.” 


Vill 


News Weekly on 10th November 1990 published shocking information 
about an earlier “Nazi war crimes case” under the heading “False evidence 
claim in US extradition case.” The report began: 


“There is a growing body of evidence that an alleged war criminal, An- 
drija Artukovic, was extradited from the US to Yugoslavia in 1986 on 
charges of massacres that never occurred. The uncorroborated evi- 
dence used by the American Office of Special Investigations has been 
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challenged by four experts, and the OSI is now being investigated by 
the Justice Department’s Office of Professional Responsibility over its 
handling of the case.” 


This story is of especial personal interest to me. Artukovic was in his late 
eighties when he was extradited on 11th November 1986; and a two-para- 
graph story about this appeared in Melbourne on the front page of either 
The Age or The Australian, probably on 12th November. I read this story 
and was profoundly horrified. I thought: “You simply do not treat men of 
that age in such a way, no matter what they have been accused of! How 
can someone of such an age defend himself effectively? And why on earth 
is a “free nation’ sending him to a totalitarian communist country behind 
the ‘Iron Curtain’? This is positively evil behaviour!” 

It was from that moment that I became a committed opponent of the 
campaigns to “obtain justice” by placing on trial alleged “Nazi war crimi- 
nals.” That was why I could oppose from the start the procedures by which 
Australia was drawn into the ungodly action by means of the unethical and, 
I believe, unlawful altering of our War Crimes Bill to enable retrospective 
legislation under which the alleged criminals could be charged. If ever a 
fully impartial study is written of how the War Crimes Amendment Bill 
became Australian law, I believe it will establish that corrupt practices 
were involved. 

That was also why I have been able to follow the Demjanjuk case from 
before his extradition to Israel. 

Artukovic died in prison awaiting a firing squad following his convic- 
tion in what was almost certainly an unjust trial. 

Here is an extended quotation from News Weekly’s analysis of the 
Artukovic case. It casts further light on the machinations of the OSI: 


“His extradition derived from a Yugoslav petition based on two affida- 
vits. One claimed the murder of a single individual, and was unsubstan- 
tiated by other information. The second was an affidavit by Bajro Av- 
dic, a Croat who had been imprisoned by the Yugoslav Government af- 
ter the war. He claimed that Artukovic was personally involved in a 
number of massacres, some involving as many as 5,000 victims. [...] 

Ironically, Dennis Reinhartz, a University of Texas at Arlington histori- 
an, was one of the OSI’s consultants on the Artukovic case. He recently 
told the Washington Times that while Artukovic was an important 
member of a Nazi puppet government, he does not believe the evidence 
of Avdic. ‘He was quite clearly cutting himself a deal with the govern- 
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ment that had him imprisoned. On those events there is no corrobora- 
tion,’ Reinhartz said. 

OSI officials said that Reinhartz had never challenged the accuracy of 
the charges contained in the Avdic affidavit during the Artukovic trial. 
However, under America’s rules of extradition used against Artukovic, 
his supporters could not testify to anything that contradicted the evi- 
dence put forward by the Yugoslavian Government. According to an 
OSI brief in the case, Artukovic and his supporters also could not attack 
the credibility of any of the affidavits in the case, nor could they attack 
the communist Yugoslavian system of justice. [...] 

When the case came to trial, witnesses for Artukovic were not allowed 
to describe what they considered proof that the Yugoslav evidence was 
fraudulent. 

Another historian, Charles McAdams of the University of San Francis- 
co, said of the specific evidence against Artukovic: ‘It was absurd, a 
Joke. The crimes never happened.’ McAdams was also prevented from 
testifying at Artukovic’s extradition proceedings. 

McAdams told the Washington Post: ‘... There was no credible evidence 
against Artukovic on these crimes. The OSI wanted him badly and they 
got him. None of the standards of justice used in the US were applied.’ 
A fourth piece of evidence comes from Dr Milan Bulajic, a former Yu- 
goslav diplomat who [...] has published a book in Yugoslavia claiming 
that the massacres for which Artukovic was convicted were inventions. 
Bulajic told a Belgrade newspaper, ‘There was no legal reason for the 
extradition. Andrija Artukovic was sentenced for crimes that never took 
place.’” 


This was known in 1990. The corruption of the OSI in its campaign to have 
Demjanjuk tried in Israel was established by 1994. Yet the USA allowed 
the OSI, after that, to organise another campaign that resulted in Demjan- 
juk being deported to Germany at the age of eighty-nine. How could this 
be? And how can anything that the OSI and its associates then alleged 
against Demjanjuk possibly be believed? Perhaps the Demjanjuk family 
has grounds for a massive damages claim against the US Government. 


IX 


There is no doubt whatsoever that, in his deportation to Israel (including 
the processes in the USA that led to it) and in his experiences in the two 
trials there between 1986 and 1993, John Demjanjuk was subject to mon- 
strous injustice, including the reception of a sentence of death for crimes he 
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had never committed. A thorough investigation is called for by the histori- 
ans of the future into all the circumstances that led to this colossal miscar- 
riage of justice. 

One would have thought that any person known to have been so mis- 
treated would not be further pursued in campaigns for “justice” in the rele- 
vant context of wartime activities allegedly carried out fifty or more years 
earlier. One would have thought that ordinary human-kindness and com- 
passion would have moved the hearts of any accusers to leave this man 
alone and to the judgement of God after this life. One would have thought 
that a care for their own dignity and public image would have kept such 
accusers silent. 

This was not the case. It is time to examine the second campaign 
against Demjanjuk, which began as soon as he arrived back in America 
after release from Israeli custody. 


x 


Despite Demjanjuk’s complete exoneration from the charges brought 
against him in Israel (whether or not he was formally acquitted or merely, 
as some of his opponents claimed, released from custody), certain persons 
and groups were unable to, or unwilling to, concede that he should now be 
allowed to live out his life in peace. There were some indications during 
the Israeli trials that he might have served as a guard not at Treblinka, in- 
deed, but at another alleged extermination camp, Sobibor. Accordingly, a 
new campaign against him began at once, spearheaded by the OSI. No 
apologies or regrets were extended to Demjanjuk by the OSI or the US De- 
partment of Justice over his wrongful extradition to Israel and wrongful 
subjection to imprisonment there. Nor was any compensation offered to 
him or his family. 

He regained his citizenship in 1998, but a new campaign against him 
led to a second denaturalisation in 2002. In 2005 US judicial authorities 
found that he could be extradited to the Ukraine (his land of birth), Poland 
(the land in which his alleged crimes at Sobibor took place) or Germany 
(the land whose nationals operated the Sobibor camp). After a series of 
legal battles, Demjanjuk was finally extradited from the US to Germany in 
2009, when he was eighty-nine years old. He was found guilty by a Ger- 
man court in Munich in 2011 of having been an accessory to the murder of 
28,060 Dutch Jews in 1943 and sentenced to five years’ imprisonment. His 
lawyers appealed the decision and he then died in a German nursing home, 
technically a free man. During the trial, which lasted over a year, he at- 
tended the court in a wheelchair or on a stretcher. Apart from denying the 
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charge at the trial’s beginning, he remained silent throughout the proceed- 
ings. 

His opponents and enemies, those who had initiated or supported this 
second campaign to bring him to “justice,” were happy with the verdict; 
but was he really treated justly during this second courtroom ordeal, after 
he had been removed from the care and comfort of his family in the USA? 


XI 


One answer in the negative has been provided by Thomas Kues in an arti- 
cle entitled “Demjanjuk Sentenced to Five Years in Prison,” published 
online in the blog of the revisionist journal Inconvenient History and re- 
published by Bradley Smith in Smith’s Report, No. 182 for 11th June 2011. 

Kues noted that “the only existing testimonial evidence consists of a 
few vague statements of dubious value from former Ukrainian auxiliaries 
made behind the Iron Curtain. Not one of the surviving Sobibor inmates 
has placed Demjanjuk at Sobibor.” Furthermore, the only piece of docu- 
mentary evidence supporting the presence of Demjanjuk at Sobibor was 
the suspect ID card from the SS training camp at Trawniki, whose counter- 
feit nature had been exposed in the Israeli trials. A month before the sen- 
tence was passed on Demjanjuk a formerly classified FBI report had sur- 
faced which stated that the card was “quite likely fabricated” by the Soviet 
Union. There exists a very strong presumption that the OSI held this in- 
formation before the denaturalisation hearing that enabled Demjanjuk to be 
deported to Israel! 

Experts, or those thought to be so, have disagreed throughout the whole 
Demjanjuk process, including the three trials, as to whether or not the card 
is genuine; but it seems safe to sum up that the burden of doubt about it is 
such that it should not have been relied on, as it was, by the German judge. 

Kues pointed to a serious anomaly about the German prosecution: 


“The mere presence as a guard at Sobibor, or any of the other ‘pure ex- 
termination camps,’ has until now not been considered punishable. In 
fact, at the Sobibor trial in Hagen in 1966, five out of the eleven ac- 
cused former German camp personnel were acquitted, despite their 
admitted presence in the camp. [...] All these men were of higher rank 
than Demjanjuk.”’ 


Then Kues brought out his heavy artillery. 


“There exists no documentary or material evidence whatever support- 
ing the official claim that Sobibor served as a ‘pure extermination 
camp’ where hundreds of thousands of Jews were gassed, buried and 
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later dug up and burned on open-air pyres. The only documentary evi- 
dence mustered by prosecutors and Holocaust historians consists of re- 
ports and transports lists confirming that large numbers of Jews were 
sent to the camp. [...| On the other hand, a directive issued by Himmler 
on Sth July 1943, as well as a reply from Oswald Pohl on 15th July 
1943 (Nuremberg document No. 482) speaks of ‘the Sobibor transit 
camp located in the Lublin district.’” 


Kues continued with a second devastating assertion: 


“In 2001 and 2008 two teams of archaeologists, the first headed by the 
Polish professor Andrzej Kola, the second by the Israelis Isaac Gilead 
and Yoram Haimi and the Pole Wojciech Mazurek, went over the whole 
of Lager III, the ‘death camp’ proper of Sobibor — corresponding to an 
area of less than four hectares — using probe drillings as well as nu- 
merous excavations without finding any trace whatever of the camp’s 
alleged homicidal gas chambers. As it is radically impossible, given the 
limited area and the time available, that these well-equipped teams of 
specialists would fail to locate any remain or trace, however slight, of 
the large concrete or brick building described by the self-styled eyewit- 
nesses, only one conclusion is possible: the alleged homicidal gas 
chambers never existed.” 


Kues also argued that, contrary to the official story of “orthodox histori- 
ans” that not a single Dutch Jew was ever deported further east than Po- 
land, there exists abundant evidence otherwise (of which he provided sev- 
eral examples), so that “There is ample reason to believe that the 28,060 
alleged victims were in fact sent on to the German-occupied territories of 
the Soviet Union and the Baltic states.” 

This set of arguments challenging the official or received version of the 
history of the Sobibor camp could not be used to assist Demjanjuk. Com- 
mented Kues 


“The defence, undoubtedly aware that any mention of said facts would 
run afoul of Germany’s laws against ‘Holocaust denial,’ settled on the 
usual strategy: accepting the officially sanctioned version of events 
while insisting on the personal innocence of the defendant.” 


What this means is that, because of pre-existing unjust laws in Germany 
which are an affront to intellectual freedom and judicial integrity and 
should never have been enacted in the first place, Demjanjuk could never 
enjoy a fair trial on the charges against him. The OSI and other American 
officials who combined to have Demjanjuk deported to Germany knew of 
this situation. There is thus an overwhelming presumption that both the 
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second campaign to extradite Demjanjuk from the USA and the German 
trial that followed were every bit as corrupt as the first Israeli trial. 


XI 


A little earlier, in 2009, Paul Grubach had published, also online at Incon- 
venient History, a detailed essay contesting the received account of the So- 
bibor camp. Entitled “The ‘Nazi Extermination Camp’ of Sobibor in the 
Context of the Demjanjuk Case,” it drew attention in detail to the host of 
contradictions in “survivor testimony” about the happenings at Sobibor, a 
phenomenon which leads to very serious doubt indeed that Sobibor was a 
“death camp.” 

For example, some alleged that carbon monoxide was the gas used for 
the murders, but others asserted that it was chlorine, others a different gas, 
others that electricity and not gas was used. Then again, some witnesses 
claimed that the engines supplying the gas were diesel, but others asserted 
that they were benzene. 


“Even mainstream Sobibor expert Christopher Browning admits that 
the type of engine used to generate the death gas cannot be deter- 
mined.” 


There were also discrepancies on the number, dimensions and capacities of 
the “gas chambers,” so that “even the official mainstream historian of So- 
bibor, Jules Shelvis, finally admitted that the capacities of the chambers 
cannot be determined.” 

Various witnesses also disagreed with each other about the structures of 
the gas chambers, some saying that they were made of wood, others saying 
they were made of brick, still others claiming that they were made of stone. 

Conflicting accounts were also given of the length of time it took to as- 
phyxiate victims, varying from ten to thirty minutes. Disagreements are on 
record, too, about how the corpses were removed from the “gas chambers” 
and how they were disposed of. 

Another suspicious detail is that while the official US government posi- 
tion, in the hearing that denaturalised Demjanjuk in 2002, was that Sobibor 
was a top secret camp, yet other witness stories assert that “virtually every- 
one in the surrounding area soon realised what was going on” there, be- 
cause the flames, glow and smoke of “mass burnings” could be seen for 
miles around. 

Further disagreement exists as to the number of persons murdered at 
Sobibor, from “half a million” to around 150,000 or 167,000. 
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Grubach took particular aim at the ruling of US District Court Judge 
Paul. R. Matia at the end of the 2002 hearing. The judge stated that “In 
serving at Sobibor, Defendant [John Demjanjuk] contributed to the process 
by which thousands of Jews were murdered by asphyxiation with carbon 
monoxide.” He also claimed that “This [case against John Demjanjuk] is a 
case of documentary evidence, not eyewitness testimony.” Grubach point- 
ed out that that second statement is misleading. 


“The current case about Demjanjuk allegedly serving at Sobibor is 
based upon purportedly authentic documents. But what Matia asserts 
about Sobibor being an ‘extermination camp’ is based exclusively upon 
eyewitness testimony.” 


As a result of his detailed analyses of the inconsistencies and contradic- 
tions in the testimonies of alleged eyewitnesses, Grubach posed a question 
for Judge Matia: 


“Since [he] effectively sealed John Demjanjuk’s fate, I would like to ask 
him this pointed question. Since we cannot determine how many ‘gas 
chambers’ there were, nor their dimensions and capacities; what the 
exact death gas really was; what type of engine was used to generate 
the death gas; what the chambers were made of; where these structures 
were located; how long it took for the victims to be asphyxiated; how 
the corpses were removed from the chambers; how the bodies were bur- 
ied in a lake-like area; what substance was used to burn the bodies; 
how the millions of unburned bones and teeth were disposed of; and 
how many were killed: how then can Judge Matia rule with any confi- 
dence that John Demjanjuk ‘contributed to the process by which thou- 
sands of Jews were murdered?’” 


Grubach pointed to serious credibility problems with the testimony, hostile 
to Demjanjuk, of Thomas Blatt: 


“The mere fact that Blatt was allegedly at Sobibor for six months and 
was not murdered is consistent with the Revisionist hypothesis that So- 
bibor was not an extermination centre for Jews, but rather a transit 
camp where Jews were deported further east.’ Blatt’s testimony is sus- 
pect for several reasons. For example, he stated that the special bar- 
rack where the women’s hair was cut off before entering the gas cham- 
bers was ‘just steps away’ from them, whereas Sobibor historian 
Yitzhak Arad claims that the path (the ‘tube’) that led from the recep- 
tion area for Jews (Lager II) to the extermination area (Lager III) was 
150 metres long.” 
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Grubach also dealt with the claim that the Nazis destroyed Sobibor Camp 
to destroy evidence of exterminations and suggested instead that they were 
aware of false atrocity stories circulated by the Allies and wanted to pre- 
vent the camp being used to create new propaganda that could ultimately 
be used against them after the war. 

Grubach proceeded to argue that the official extermination story of So- 
bibor is utilised as “a non-scientific axiom, because it cannot be falsified. It 
is just assumed to be true — just like a religious dogma.” He explained, al- 
so, that the reason that German soldiers “confessed” to “Nazi gas chamber” 
crimes after the war was to save their skins or mitigate punishment for 
themselves and their families. 


“The ‘Nazi extermination camp’ mythology was declared ‘historical 
truth’ at the Nuremberg trials, and it was then used as an ideological 
cornerstone for the Allied-installed governments in post-war Germany. 
[...] From a legal standpoint they [the accused German soldiers] had no 
choice but to give credence to this legend. [...| It was out of the ques- 
tion for them to contest this in court, so they simply built their defence 
strategies accordingly.” 


Grubach quotes the revisionist German judge, Dr Wilhelm Staglich, and 
mainstream historians Browning and Ian Kershaw, who all testified to this 
need of the soldiers to lie. 

In a document prepared for the Penguin Books/Deborah Lipstadt team 
in the famous UK High Court action brought and lost by David Irving, 
Browning argued in effect that a convergence of evidence proved the So- 
bibor extermination story despite the many contradictions and inconsisten- 
cies in eyewitness testimonies. However, Grubach argued in contrast that 
“A series of false testimonies can converge on a falsehood.” 

Grubach summed up his rebuttal of Judge Matia’s 2002 ruling: 


“The traditional extermination story at Sobibor has no authentic war- 
time documentation to support it, nor does it have any forensic or phys- 
ical evidence to prove it. It is based exclusively upon the testimony of 
former Sobibor inmates and the post-war testimony of former German 
and Ukrainian soldiers who served at Sobibor. [...] Even if it is proved 
that Demjanjuk served as a guard at Sobibor, there is no evidence he 
ever contributed to the process by which Jews were murdered in ‘gas 
chambers’ — because there is no credible evidence the ‘gas chambers’ 
of Sobibor ever existed [...| there is no credible evidence that he ever 
harmed a single person. Recently a Canadian court ruled in a similar 
case [...] that Ukrainian-born Wasyl Odynsky’s citizenship should not 
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be revoked, even though he served at the German forced labour camp 
of Trawniki. Odynsky served as a perimeter guard, and the Federal 
Court of Canada ruled there is no evidence he harmed a single person. 
The same could be true for John Demjanjuk. [...| What Matia and the 
official history assert about Sobibor being an extermination camp is 
based upon the grossly unreliable testimony of former Sobibor inmates 
and the equally unreliable testimonies of German soldiers that were 
given years after the events in question and in grossly unfair courts.” 


XI 


In this section of this essay, I will provide additional information suggest- 
ing that Demjanjuk has been cruelly and wrongfully treated. Sometimes I 
will append a comment, sometimes not. These items are in random order 
and will be separated by centered asterisks. 

*k 


Upon his return home from Israel, Demjanjuk and his family were subject- 
ed to harassment and menace by Jewish vigilantes. News Weekly on 12th 
March 1994 published an account by Myron Kuropas, a columnist with the 
US newspaper the Ukrainian Weekly, which reported that “one of the more 
visible and active leaders of the Jewish nomenklatura in the United States,” 
Rabbi Avi Weiss, had “led Jewish demonstrators in front of the home of 
John Demjanjuk in Seven Hills, Ohio, terrorising his family and demand- 
ing that the US Government deport [him] for “Nazi war crimes.’” And the 
UK newspaper The Economist recalled on 24th March 2012 that, after the 
appeal trial in Israel, “He was not declared innocent, and his old life could 
never be resumed as before. He kept the house blinds drawn so as not to 
see the Jewish protesters circling silently outside.” 
ok 


In 2005 and afterwards the US Supreme Court chose not to consider Dem- 
janjuk’s appeal against Judge Matia’s deportation order. Why? 

* 
In Munich the court hearings during the 2009-2010 trial were restricted to 
two 90-minute sessions per day, because of the state of Demjanjuk’s 
health. Does that really convince us that the “Establishment” doctors who 
claimed he was fit enough to undergo the trial were right? 

k 
There is controversy over Demjanjuk’s health. His defence team claimed 
that he was suffering from myelodysplastic syndrome, psychological tor- 
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ment, spinal pain and deterioration, hip and leg pain including gout, kidney 
disease and stones, anaemia and arthritis. Even if his condition was exag- 
gerated for tactical reasons, is it likely that such a man was fit to endure 
such a complicated trial? Is it not more likely that the German doctors who 
claimed he was well enough to take part were exaggerating in the other 
direction to accommodate political requirements placed upon them? 

k 


The defence pointed out that the alleged statements by Danilchenko are all 
suspect and may have been obtained under torture or fabricated by the 
KGB. On 14th May 2011 Patrick Buchanan noted: 


“Danilchenko has been dead for a quarter of a century; no one in the 
West ever interviewed him, and Moscow stonewalled requests for ac- 
cess to the full Danilchenko file. His very existence raises a question. 
How could a Red Army soldier who turned collaborator and Nazi camp 
guard survive Operation Keelhaul, which sent all Soviet POWs back to 
Joseph Stalin, where they were murdered or sent to the Gulag? 

And on 8th February 2011, Andrea Jarach of Associated Press wrote 
that a 1985 statement by Danilchenko refers to several other guards but 
never Demjanjuk. Danilchenko said in that statement that none of the 
Ukrainian guards were able to go into the areas where Jews were [...] 
gassed.” 

* 


Eight Sobibor survivors chosen by a Holocaust museum in the USA could 
not testify they had seen Demjanjuk at Sobibor. Patrick Buchanan on 14th 
April 2009 noted: 


“One witness in Israel who was at Sobibor and says he knew all the 
camp guards, says he never saw Demjanjuk there.” 


ok 


It can be argued that Demjanjuk was subjected to double jeopardy in being 
sent to Germany. It is not certain that Germany’s claim to have had juris- 
diction over him is valid. The claim by the prosecution that, when he 
agreed to serve as a camp guard, he became a German civilian, seems very 
tenuous. 
k 

Erik Kirschbaum, reporting for Reuters on 25th February 2009, reported 
that Germany’s chief Nazi war crimes investigator in Ludwigsburg, Kurt 
Schrimm, had claimed that his office had evidence that Demjanjuk had 
been a Sobibor guard and personally led Jews to the gas chambers there in 
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1943. Schrimm is also reported as having claimed: “It’s now possible to 
give the precise names and birth dates of the victims.” Fran Yeoman in 
Berlin for the London Times reported on 15th April 2009 that Demjanjuk’s 
oldest victim was 99 and the youngest were babies in what had been de- 
scribed as being “as close an approximation of Hell as has ever been creat- 
ed on this planet.” 

One suspects that all Schrimm really had was a list of persons trans- 
ported to Sobibor and that the rest is eyewitness allegations and/or propa- 
ganda fabrications — possibly designed to assure ordinary newspaper read- 
ers around the world that everything was reasonable and in order in the 
Munich courtroom. 


*k 


Two extraordinary reports surfaced during the trial. Were they propaganda 
to blacken Demjanjuk’s name and stop ordinary people from protesting 
against the injustice of the trial? 

One report (possibly from the London Daily Mirror of 15th May 2009) 
stated that Demjanjuk might be proven guilty of rape by DNA tests on the 
grandchildren of a woman he allegedly raped, a person who lived near the 
camp and bore a son. 

The other reports were in the Jerusalem Post on 14th and 18th Decem- 
ber 2009. Here it was alleged that Demjanjuk might have deliberately run 
over and killed a Jew named Moshe Lisogorski on 20th August 1947 in 
Ulm while driving a truck. The allegation was being investigated by Ger- 
man authorities. 


ok 


On 31st May 2009 the Plain Dealer reported that a 92-year-old man named 
Alexander Nagorny could state that he worked with Demjanjuk at the 
Flossenbiirg camp. He did not, however, have anything to say about So- 
bibor. Flossenbiirg was not a death camp. 

k 


John Rosenthal, writing in Pajamas Media online on 21st May 2009 stated 
that “captured Red Army soldiers were notoriously permitted to starve to 
death. It is estimated that over half of the Soviet soldiers captured by the 
Germans died in captivity.” This suggests that, if Demjanjuk did serve an- 
ywhere as a guard for the Nazis, he had chosen to do so out of self-preser- 
vation. There seems to be agreement on both sides of this controversy that 
Demjanjuk lied about his past in order to emigrate to America; but whether 
he did this purely to avoid being repatriated to death or the gulag, or 
whether he really did have infamous behaviour to hide, is a question to 
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which no certain answer is now likely to be found. In that case, he should 
have been given the benefit of the doubt. 


ok 


A Dutch historian, Professor Johannes Houwink ten Cate, was allowed to 
give expert testimony despite defence objections that he could be suspected 
of bias and should not be allowed such status. (He had stated both before 
and during the trial that he was certain Demjanjuk was guilty.) 

Former US Secret Service forensics expert Larry Stewart may have 
committed perjury in giving evidence about the ID card for the prosecu- 
tion, according to Andrea Jarach of Associated Press in 2010. 

Was the actual conduct of the trial biased against the defense, as it was 
in Israel? Only detailed analysis in the future will answer that. 


*k 


There were only twenty German SS troops stationed at Sobibor. Is it likely 
that such a small number would have been assigned there if it was a death 
camp? 

* 


On 5th December 2009 the prestigious UK newspaper, The Guardian, 
apologised for publishing a letter by John Mortl on 3rd December, saying, 
inter alia, “The underlying meaning, we now realise, implied Holocaust 
denial.” 

John Mortl had, in fact, made the key objection to the trial that we have 
seen Thomas Kues and Paul Grubach explain. He wrote: 


“What kind of justice is it that proscribes the normally accepted right of 
an accused to challenge the assumption that a crime had, in fact, oc- 
curred? 

Normally the prosecution is obliged to prove beyond a reasonable 
doubt that the crime of murder had taken place. 

This is not the case in the German trial of John Demjanjuk. The prose- 
cution will not have to present such evidence. The court will, without 
proof, arbitrarily accept that the alleged crime took place. His legal 
counsel will be prohibited on pain of prosecution from presenting evi- 
dence contradicting this assumption. Being stripped of his most power- 
ful defence, the accused is reduced to pleading mistaken identity or that 
he had nothing to do with an unproved murder.” 


It is disgraceful that the newspaper disowned this letter, grovelling to com- 
plainants, rather than investigating afresh the truth or otherwise of its 
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claims — or at least asserting Mortl’s right to express that opinion and the 
paper’s right to publish it. 
k 


In the Winter 1994 issue of Human Rights, the journal of the Section of 
Individual Rights and Responsibilities (Vol 21, Issue 1, pages 28-29) Al- 
fred de Zayas commented on aspects of the Demjanjuk case. The author 
was at the time a visiting professor of international law at DePaul Universi- 
ty School of Law in Chicago. A graduate of Harvard Law School and a 
member of the New York bar, he also held a doctorate in history. 

De Zayas argued that the Department of Justice and US judges “ought 
to take international law into consideration, including the obligations un- 
dertaken by the United States pursuant to the Covenant on Civil and Politi- 
cal Rights” of 1966, when considering “suits at law pursuant to the 1979 
Holtzman Amendment in denaturalisation and deportation cases.” 

De Zayas referred to Demjanjuk’s ordeal up to 1994, including the “fur- 
ther proceedings in the US following his return” from Israel. Rights which 
he felt Demjanjuk had been partly or wholly denied included: (1) the right 
to a fair hearing. “Subjecting Demjanjuk to a criminal proceeding more 
than 40 years after the offences in question raises issues under this provi- 
sion, because it is extremely difficult for him — or anyone in his positions — 
to properly represent himself, in view of old age and the near impossibility 
of obtaining exculpatory documents and witnesses, or even of remember- 
ing the events under investigation.” (2) the right to liberty and security of 
the person. “It is questionable whether the length of detention was appro- 
priate in the circumstances of this case.” (3) the right to family life and pri- 
vacy. “The [further] deportation of Demjanjuk would violate this right, 
because he would be separated from his entire family.” (4) the right to 
equality of treatment. “Currently one particular category of immigrants is 
being singled out for de-nationalisation and deportation: persons who 
served the Nazi regime, whether voluntarily or through conscription.” (5) 
the prohibition of inhuman or degrading treatment. “The nature of the pro- 
ceedings against Demjanjuk, the hostile atmosphere that accompanied the 
[first] extradition, the surrender for trial in Israel, the initial trial in Israel, 
the demonstrations of jubilation following his being sentenced to death in 
April 1988, the ensuing years of uncertainty, the continued detention for 
eight weeks following acquittal by the Israeli Supreme Court — all these 
elements, taken cumulatively, may be deemed to amount to cruel and de- 
grading treatment.” (6) the right to compensation. “The question arises 
whether he is entitled to compensation for miscarriage of justice.” 
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ok 


A version of an article that appeared in The American Almanac and which 
was made available by The New Federalist newspaper online on 6th July 
1998 had this to say about the context of the first Israeli trial: 


“No one could foresee in 1986 that, three and a half years, four years 
onwards, the Soviet Union would collapse, and the entire communist 
regimes in Eastern Europe would collapse, as happened, and make it 
possible, to get this material [the new evidence from the Soviet Union 
archives]. ”’ 


How easily Demjanjuk could have been unjustly executed in Israel! 
k 


Also from that excerpt from an edition of The American Almanac comes 
this account of a significant US official’s response to the collapse of the 
Israeli case: 


“Five minutes after Demjanjuk was acquitted, Janet Reno, the Attorney 
General of the United States, was asked to comment. We are talking 
about a man who spent seven years, six months, and 21 days in prison 
in Israel for being what he’s not, because of the Justice Department 
that Janet Reno heads. Now, she didn’t have one word of criticism 
about the organisation she’s in charge of. The only thing she said is 
that the Justice Department would do everything in its power to prevent 
the return of Demjanjuk to the United States. [...] 

When that same Sixth Circuit [judge] said that the Justice Department, 
through the OSI, had committed a fraud upon the court, which almost 
led to the execution of an innocent man, she again was asked to com- 
ment. The only thing she had to say was that she would try to appeal the 
6th Circuit decision to the Supreme Court, which she did. The Supreme 
Court refused to even certify the case. No investigation, nothing has 
been done since then by anybody in this country; no government body, 
not the US Congress or any other body within the government of the 
United States, has moved to investigate, let alone to actually prosecute. 
Why not? The activity of those responsible for this terrible travesty, 
didn’t end with the case of Demjanjuk.” 

* 


An important article published in the Toronto Sun newspaper in Canada on 
21st May 2011 was “No satisfaction in Demjanjuk case” by Peter Wor- 
thington. He reminded readers of the passions aroused by the Demjanjuk 
case in Israel, when a defence lawyer, Dov Eitan, a very distinguished Is- 
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raeli jurist, was found dead after a fall from a fifteen-storey building. 
Passed off as suicide, it may well have been a murder, like the similar 
death of James Forrestal, opponent of the creation of the state of Israel, in 
the crucial weeks before the UN established the new state. Worthington 
reminded readers of the acid thrown by a Holocaust survivor in the eyes of 
Yoram Sheftel at Eitan’s funeral. 

Worthington also recalled Sheftel’s comment in his book blaming two 
former OSI directors, Allan Ryan and Neal Sher, for “the worst cover-up in 
concealing evidence in a major case taken by an American public prosecu- 
tor in modern history. [...] Sher was disbarred in 2002.” 

The writer’s scepticism about the German verdict is evident: 


“There was no evidence he [Demjanjuk] had committed a specific 
crime, but the state argued just being there was evidence of guilt — the 
first time such a legal argument has been used in a German court.” 


In Australia we call that “moving the goalposts.” 
*k 


Demjanjuk authorised a statement on his behalf which was read to the 
German court on 13th April 2010. Included in this were the following 
points: 


“I have already defended myself against the accusation of the Munich 
prosecutor while in Israel. In Israel I was accused of being connected 
to Nazi crimes in Sobibor. The Israeli Supreme Court specifically rec- 
ognised that this accusation of the Israeli Prosecutor could not be 
proven. [...]| I feel it is not compatible with fairness and humanity that 
for over 35 years I have had to defend myself as a constantly chased le- 
gal victim of the Office of Special Investigation of the USA and the cir- 
cles behind it, especially the World Jewish Congress and the Simon 
Wiesenthal Centre, which live off the Holocaust.” 


ok 


An important statement was published on 29th June 2009 in The National 
Law Journal in the USA by Michael E. Tigar, Professor of the Practice of 
Law at Duke Law School and professor emeritus at American University 
Washington College of Law, John H. Broadley, the lawyer who represent- 
ed Demjanjuk in the deportation case brought against him by the US Gov- 
ernment, and Demjanjuk’s son John. They declared that after the result of 
the Israeli appeal trial, “Israel’s attorney general said that the acquittal 
barred prosecution for other offences, including the ones now being 
pressed in Germany. Ironically, at that time, the OSI allowed Jacob Tan- 
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nenbaum, a 77-year-old admitted brutal Jewish kapo, to live out his life at 
home in the US due to age and health reasons.” 

The signatories confirmed that “the OSI has never apologised to any- 
one, let alone Demjanjuk and his family, nor offered compensation. Nor 
were the perpetrators of the fraud punished or even reprimanded.” 

Another important point they made was that “the allegations now being 
made against Demjanjuk have been reviewed in Poland, the site of the 
death camps, and that government has pronounced the evidence insuffi- 
cient and closed the investigation.” 


ok 


Paul Grubach, in a short essay entitled “Hunting Demjanjuk: Injustice, 
Double Standards and Ulterior Agendas,” made another significant point: 


“Noted journalist John Sack has documented how Jewish officials in 
Poland persecuted and murdered large numbers of German prisoners 
in the aftermath of World War Two in his book An Eye for an Eye. After 
committing such dastardly deeds, many of these Jews came to America. 
If it is right and just that alleged non-Jewish war criminals like Dem- 
janjuk be legally hounded and deported, then Jewish war criminals 
Should be met with the same fate. If the US Government devotes re- 
sources to the rooting out of non-Jewish war criminals, then they 
should devote resources to the rooting out of Jewish war criminals. To 
concentrate only upon non-Jewish war criminals is selective justice. 
And selective justice is in fact injustice. Why the hypocritical double 
standard? What really lies behind this campaign?” 


What indeed? It is time now to consider that question and to reflect on the 
overall political significance of the Demjanjuk case. 


XIV 


On 21st May 2010 Andriy J. Semotiuk published an important essay on the 
case in the newspaper Kyiv Post. Semotiuk at the time was an attorney with 
a practice in international law dealing with immigration. He was a member 
of the bars of California and New York in the US and Ontario, Alberta and 
British Columbia in Canada. 

Semotiuk asserted that the use of an immigration procedure [in order to 
secure Demjanjuk’s deportation to Germany] “should have set off alarm 
bells about what this may mean for the rule of law and a fair and balanced 
judicial system in the US.” He rehearsed several unsatisfactory aspects of 
the ways in which Demjanjuk had been treated and then said: “What trou- 
bles me the most about this case is the silence of individuals and organisa- 
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tions ostensibly dedicated to human rights and their failure to speak up in 
support of Demjanjuk. For example, I was a member of the American Civil 
Liberties Union, an organisation dedicated to the protection of the civil 
liberties of Americans, including protecting the due process rights of indi- 
viduals. I asked them specifically to speak up in the Demjanjuk case and 
was met with silence.” 

Semotiuk concluded that “the Demjanjuk case is little more than a 
Western show trial to reinvigorate the memory of the Holocaust. [...] It is a 
show trial along the lines of what we saw in the former Soviet Union and 
Nazi Germany previously.” 

Semotiuk noted that Patrick Buchanan had been “the only prominent 
political commentator who has spoken out about this witch hunt” and 
asked: “Where are all the others? It appears they are not concerned that the 
Demjanjuk case demonstrates that American courts can be politicised and 
made to bow to the pressures of expediency. It appears they are prepared to 
accept that America cannot always be relied on to be balanced, fair and to 
protect the rights of its citizens and the rule of law.” 

Paul Grubach, in his aforementioned essay “The ‘Nazi Extermination 
Camp’ of Sobibor in the Context of the Demjanjuk Case,” eventually asked 
“What really lies behind this campaign [to “bring to justice” alleged “Nazi 
war criminals”]?” Here is his answer: 


“Holocaust revisionism, the theory that the traditional view of the Jew- 
ish Holocaust contains lies, exaggerations and other falsehoods, is a 
serious threat to Zionist power and the German Government that is 
subservient to Israeli/Zionist interests. Various governments have re- 
sorted to ‘war crimes trials’ to combat its phenomenal growth. Indeed, 
Israel’s former Attorney General, Yitzhak Zamir, publicly admitted that 
this was one of the major purposes of the Israeli Demjanjuk trial: ‘At a 
time when there are those who even deny that the Holocaust ever took 
place, it is important to remind the world of what a fascist regime is ca- 
pable of... and in this respect the Demjanjuk trial will fulfil an im- 
portant function.’ In 1993, as the case against Demjanjuk was falling 
apart, an Israeli prosecutor close to the case [quoted on page 402 of the 
US Regnery edition of Sheftel’s book] acknowledged a political motive 
for continuing the campaign. ‘So the important thing now is at least to 
prove that Demjanjuk was part of the Nazi extermination machine... 
otherwise [...| we will be making a great contribution to the new world- 
wide movement of those who deny the Holocaust took place.’ [...| The 
promoters and the beneficiaries of the Holocaust ideology — Interna- 
tional Zionism, Israel and the current German Government — want to 
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use a Demjanjuk show trial to fight the phenomenal growth of Holo- 
caust revisionism, a movement that poses a dire threat to the Zionist 
government in Israel and the government subservient to Zionism in 
Germany.” 


Australian journalist Michael Barnard, who steadfastly spoke out against 
the “Nazi war crimes” campaign until he was removed from his position as 
a columnist for The Age newspaper in Melbourne, wrote in the issue of that 
paper on 10th December 1991 an article headed “Will Israel play fair over 
this disturbing ‘war crimes’ case?” Contemplating the second Israeli case, 
whose result had not yet been announced, he wrote: 


“Tf guilt is upheld, the court will be seen by many as pursuing a cause — 

publicising the Holocaust, for this in part is what such trials are about 
— to the exclusion of significant doubt that would fail to sustain a con- 
viction in such countries as Australia.” 


Barnard was not optimistic: 


“But whatever the nature of the evidence, the pressures to maintain the 
conviction must be immense. Many reputations, of both individuals and 
organisations such as the Simon Wiesenthal Centre, are at stake. Addi- 
tionally, the key educational purpose of the protracted trial — which 
took place, appropriately, in a theatre adapted as a television studio — 
will have been squandered if innocence is accepted.” 


As for those arguing that there is no such thing as a statute of limitation on 
murder, Barnard responded by stating: 


“A far more telling regulatory statute is the unwritten one so relentless- 
ly applied by Nature, namely the Statute of Fallibility, which decrees 
that with advancing age even the finest mind can become subject to 
tricks of memory. A war crimes judge in Ontario Supreme Court 
acknowledged the problem of failing memory this year. Canada’s war 
crimes process — which, as in Australia, was preceded by a lot of pecu- 
liar lobbying and impassioned pleas for ‘justice’ that took no account 
of the practical difficulties involved or the threat to the stature of the 
law itself — seems to be dying on its feet. The ‘flagship’ trial of Imre 
Finta resulted in acquittal.” 


Finally, Barnard observed that “a certain symbolism has been attached to 
Demjanjuk.” Here he touched one of the most crucial aspects of the whole 
Demjanjuk story. By 1993 Demjanjuk had become widely known through- 
out the world as one whose vindication in Israel had cast an extremely 
strong spotlight on the whole campaign against “Nazi war criminals” and, 
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by extension, on the received view of World War Two history including 
the Holocaust. 

It seems clear that elements in the Jewish world community, who, as it 
is also clear, have great power over Western governments, including those 
of the US and Germany, decided that Demjanjuk must be given his come- 
uppance and the success gained for opponents of the “Nazi war crimes” 
process cancelled out by the finding of another guilty verdict somewhere 
else. And the evidence suggests that, once again, truth and the cause of true 
justice and rightly conducted law processes were not to be allowed to stand 
in the way. 

Of course, the pursuers of Demjanjuk were now going out on a limb. To 
many people Demjanjuk’s age and the fact that he had experienced unjust- 
ly such a terrible ordeal in Israel would have seemed overwhelming argu- 
ments against further litigation. Perhaps some of the pursuers felt a little 
like Shakespeare’s Macbeth. They may have been beginning to wish that 
the whole “Nazi war crimes” operation had never been started in the first 
place. However, they may have thought, in Macbeth’s words, 


For mine own good 

All causes shall give way. I am in blood 
Stepped in so far, that, should I wade no more, 
Returning were as tedious as go o’er. 


Their awkward position surely explains the very different presentation in 
the major media of the German trial compared to the Israeli trials. Judging 
by the behaviour of the Australian newspapers The Australian and The 
Age, there exists a strong presumption that a plea went out behind the 
scenes for a very muted coverage of the German trial, with a strong censor- 
ship to prevent widespread public discussion such as might raise concerns 
in many heads that once again justice was being violated. 

“He who pays the piper calls the tune.” There is ever-increasing evi- 
dence, of which the Demjanjuk affair is part, that Western nations are al- 
ready in the grip of a covert tyranny which, in order to preserve and extend 
its power, wealth and cultural influence, is steadily trampling on intellectu- 
al freedom and the honourable administration of laws firmly based in prin- 
ciples of true justice. The books of UK writer Nicholas Hagger, especially 
his 2004 study of “the coming world government,” The Syndicate, provide 
strong support for this view. 

An ominous aspect of the second phase of the Demjanjuk affair is the 
widespread silence by intellectuals who, one feels, should have spoken out 
strongly in defence of him. Are Western communities losing the nerve and 
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the will to fight to maintain the integrity of their cultures? And why has the 
Christian Church, at the highest levels, done so little to expose and check 
the incipient tyranny? 

In the meantime, after Demjanjuk’s death, it was pitiful in the extreme 
to read that his opponents were bewailing the fact that he died technically a 
free man and that, if his body was returned to his family for burial in his 
home town, his grave might become “a shrine for neo-Nazis.” How low 
can meanness of spirit and pusillanimity descend? 

Today I was listening to the exquisite music of Adolphe Adam’s ballet 
suite for Giselle. This enabled me to contemplate again the ballet’s won- 
derful presentation of the power of love. Prince Albrecht had betrayed the 
peasant girl; she had died of a broken heart; but when the Wilis, the spirits 
of maidens who had been jilted like her and died, came out at night to try 
to dance him to death, so great was the love of Giselle’s spirit that she 
danced with him until six o’clock sounded and the power of the Wilis was 
no more. The strength and magnanimity of love had triumphed over the 
hatred of those who felt themselves wronged. 

The spirit of Giselle had to return to the grave. The soul of John 
Demjanjuk has passed from Earth into God’s care and moved beyond our 
sight. His long travail, and the nobility of his endurance of it, remain in our 
memory. Like Giselle, we who still live must go on in the spirit of love, 
that spirit which is ultimately stronger than any hatred. Saint Paul wrote 
well about love in J Corinthians 13. He could have added that love is not 
cowed by the threats and machinations of tyrants, and that it is not afraid to 
speak out at risk to itself in the defence of those who are treated unjustly. 
In that spirit, let us work around the world, wherever we are, to gradually 
defang the present malign presence within our nations, of which the 35 
years of mistreatment of John Demjanjuk is a permanent witness. 


Melbourne, 30th March 2012 
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A Postcard from Auschwitz 


Thomas Dalton 


The following is a true account of my personal visit to the camp. All pho- 
tos are my own. 


| d rakow is a beautiful city in early summer, the stand-out among 
southern Polish cities. Miraculously, the old city center survived 
both world wars unscathed. The huge central square is a sight to 
behold, and with no less than three major universities, Krakow bristles with 
youthful energy. Coming down by train from Warsaw, I was able to ar- 
range a two-night stay before continuing on my way to Vienna. As with 
most major European cities, one quickly learns of the “must-see” sites: St. 
Mary’s Basilica, Wawel Castle, the salt mines, and of course, Auschwitz. 

This being my first visit to Auschwitz, I decided to see it as a tourist 
would. This was not only easier (I was travelling alone), but allowed me to 
better understand the “official” portrayal of the camp and of events there. 
Auschwitz is the number one tourist destination in all of Poland; about 1.3 
million visit the camp every year — coincidentally, about the same number 
as is alleged to have been killed there. The official guided tours dictate a 
particular image of the camp, and I was as interested in this image as the 
camp itself. I wanted to see what the public sees. 

So I went to one of the many tourist information offices around town 
and purchased a standard “day trip” to Auschwitz. The package, which 
included free pickup and return delivery to my hotel, cost 90 ztoty, about 
$30 — quite a deal. My pick-up time was set (8:30 am), and the van would 
be at my hotel the next morning, for the “6-hour tour.” Plenty of time to 
see the place, I thought, given that Oswiecim — the Polish name of Ausch- 
witz — was only some 70 kilometers (about 40 miles) from Krakow. 

The van dutifully arrived the next morning. But I soon realized that, as 
at Auschwitz itself, the tour was not quite as expected. The vehicle — a bit 
larger than I anticipated, more like a small bus — had a capacity of about 25 
people. I was one of the first in, and the driver proceeded to cover much of 
the city in order to pick up our remaining guests. But between rush hour 
traffic, construction delays, and people slow getting out to the bus, a good 
hour went by before we were even ready to depart Krakow. So, my “6-hour 
tour” was now down to five. And, of course, it would require another hour 
or so to return everyone; in other words, I was really getting a “4-hour 
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tour.” Not sure that that counts as a 
“day trip,” but such is the life of a 
tourist in Poland. (I’m no tour plan- 
ner, but it seemed to me that, if eve- 
ryone simply walked to the central 
tourist office and met the bus there, 
that we could have saved a couple 
hours...) 

It turned out that this little time 
crunch would impact our tour itself, 
and, in my suspicious mind, served 
an ulterior purpose. But I come to 
that matter in due course. 

There are three distinct and rough- 
ly parallel paths from Krakow to 
Oswiecim: the (longer) expressway é 
route, and two cross-country routes 
via two-lane roads. In good traffic, as 5 wae A. 

I learned, all three take about one Photo 2: Auschwitz museum 
hour — a rather long time for a mere entrance. 
40 miles. But Poland has only two fw 
kinds of roads: expressways and two- . 
lane roads, and the latter are painfully 
slow. Our driver opted for one of the 
scenic country rides. 

As soon as we were clear of Kra- 
kow city, the driver pulled out a 
DVD and popped it into a dashboard 
player. A small screen above us lit im | 
up: this was our complimentary 20- Photo 3: Entrance gate with 
minute documentary about the camp banner “Arbeit Macht Frei.” 

(in English). No surprises here. We 

were treated to the usual recounting of the “extermination camp” history, 
the appalling conditions, the emaciated inmates, the gas chambers, and the 
“over one million” Jewish deaths. Horror awaits, it seemed to say. 

The remainder of the trip was uneventful. The forecasts called for rain 
that day, but supposedly not until later in the day; with luck it would hold 
out for our visit. Around 10:30 am — a good two hours after my pickup — 
we rolled into the town of Oswiecim. It was a typical smallish European 
town, nicely maintained, with the usual amenities. We drove only a few 
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minutes through the town when, sud- 
denly, we arrived at the Main Camp, 
Auschwitz I. For those not familiar, 
“Auschwitz” is comprised of three 
primary facilities, and dozens of 
smaller sub-camps. The original and 
Main Camp is Auschwitz I, also 
called the Stammlager. It opened as a 
Nazi camp in 1940, but was original- 
ly built by the Polish army as a mili- 
tary barracks complex, apparently 
during World War I. This camp al- 
legedly had a single gas chamber, 
which we were about to see. But the 
vast majority of the gassings are said 
to have occurred at Auschwitz II, 
known as Birkenau. This would come 
later in the day. The third facility, 
Auschwitz HI (Monowitz), was lo- 
cated some three kilometers from the 
town, and served as an industrial fa- 
cility; no mass murder is alleged to 
have happened there, and conse- 
quently it receives few tourists. 

Knowing all this, I was still sur- 
prised at how integrated the Main 
Camp was into the town. This, I 
think, is not the usual image we have: 
the dreaded “Auschwitz death camp” 
located in the heart of a civilian vil- 
lage. But we have a good explanation 
for this, of course. Its original func- 
tion, as a Polish military camp, had 
nothing to hide. And even as a Ger- 
man camp, when constructed in 1939 
and 1940, it was not originally in- 
tended, even on the traditional view, 
as an extermination camp. The Ger- 
mans were simply making good use 
of a captured military barracks. 


— K 


Photo 4: Entrance gate with 
banner “Arbeit Macht Frei.” 


Photo 5: Block 24 (brothel and 
library). 


Photo 6: Walking through the 
Stammlager. 
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Pulling into the parking lot, we 
were immediately confronted with a 
mass of vehicles: passenger cars, tax- 
is, tour buses like our own, and full 
size long-haul buses packed with 
people. The place was a frenzy of 
activity — see Photos | and 2. Our bus 
disembarked, we merged with anoth- 
er small group, and then were as- 
signed a tour guide: a cheerful young 
woman with a good knowledge of 
English, and of the standard story she 
was scripted to present. 

We pushed through the mob into 
the entrance building, past the gift 
shop, and on into a small alcove. 
There we were given our headsets 
and radio receivers. It is a rather 
high-tech affair: with all the commo- 
tion and simultaneous tours in multi- 
ple languages, the Poles gave the tour 
guide a radio voice transmitter; each 
of us could then hear her speaking 
through our headsets. Thus, each 
group heard only their personal 
guide. On the one hand, this was a 
clever and useful solution. No con- 
fusing cross-talk, and even if you 
drifted away from the group, you 
could still hear your guide speaking 
loud and clear. On the other hand, it 
had a noticeable (and to me, suspi- 
cious) side effect: questions from 
individuals to the guide could not be 
heard by the group. They were nec- 
essarily individual questions between 
you and the guide. When I did this on 
a couple of occasions, she answered 


Photo 7: Alleged Gas Chamber 
(Krema 1). 


Photo 9: Entering Krema 1. 


me personally, but shut off the transmitter. No one else in the group heard 
either my questions, or the answers. Very clever, I thought to myself. 


166 


VOLUME 4, NUMBER 2 


Moving into the camp grounds, 
we immediately came upon the fa- 
mous “Arbeit Macht Frei” sign — 
“Work Makes (You) Free” (Photos 3 
and 4). 

In the background of Photo 4 is 
Block 24, the building that housed 
the brothel and library for (non-Jew- 
ish) inmates; the main entrance is 
shown in Photo 5. Photo 6 shows a 
typical view in the camp, of barrack 
buildings and a guard tower. 

Our group wandered through the 
camp, following the guide as she 
made stops in various barracks to tell 
us stories of the appalling conditions 
faced by the inmates. The buildings 
were mostly empty. Some contained 
walls of inmate photos; others, simu- 
lated sleeping bunks. One final bar- 
rack was set up rather as a standard 
museum. It had exhibits displaying 
inmate suitcases, personal items, and 
hair (cut from inmates as a precaution 
against lice). One large glassed-in 
exhibit showed an apparent mound of 
“thousands” of shoes — though, as 
Germar Rudolf has noted, the mound 
is displayed on an unseen elevated 
board, which is empty beneath. This 
is the same trick that grocers use to 
display fruit, to give the illusion of a 
vast quantity. The mound was not so 
vast after all. 

At one point the guide mentioned 
the total Auschwitz death count as 
roughly 1 million Jews and thousands 
of others. I caught up to her and 
asked if the toll wasn’t previously 
claimed to be 4 million. (microphone 
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Photo 10: Alleged Gas Chamber 
Krema 1. 


Photo 11: Krema 1 oven. 
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Photo 12: Birkenau main gate. 
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off.) Yes, she said, but better research 
in the 1980s and 1990s had con- 
firmed the new, lower figure. Any 
chance it would be lowered still in 
the future?, I asked. Unlikely, she 
said. 

By this time, people were begin- 
ning to talk among themselves about 
the as-yet-unseen gas chambers. The 
guide then reminded us that, indeed, 
we were about to come to the gas 
chamber itself. “And oh, by the 
way,” she added, “most of the gas- 
sings were at Birkenau. But we’ll see 
that later.” It was already approach- 
ing 12:00 noon. 

Finally, we arrived at “the” gas 
chamber in the Main Camp, also 
called Krematorium #1 (or Krema 1, 
for short). It was a partially under- 
ground structure with a flat roof and 
sloping, grassy side walls with large 
trees — see Photo 7. Few statistics 
were given on the details of the gas- 
sings: no start or finish date (in fact, 
February to November 1942), no de- 
tails on the gassing procedure 
(Zyklon pellets thrown in through 
roof vents), and only rough numbers 
of Jews allegedly gassed there (about 
20,000 — a mere two percent of the 
claimed Auschwitz toll). We could 
not enter via the “inmate entrance,” 
as this was blocked off (Photo 8), so 
we went around to the other side 
(Photo 9). 

Upon entering the building, we 
were treated to what must have been 
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Photo 13: Train tracks heading to 
gas chambers. 
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Photo 14: Krema 2 ruins. 


“» : ri 
Photo 15: Krema 3 ruins. 


the world’s shortest tour of a gas chamber. We walked in, took a hard right 
turn into a small room, then a hard left into the gas chamber itself. It was a 
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windowless, rectangular room, about 
25 x 5 meters. The guide said little 
more than “this is the gas chamber, 
no photos please,” and then she was 
off into the adjoining room with the 
cremation ovens. Rebel that I am, and 
not wanting to miss an opportunity, I 
lagged behind the group and then 
snapped a quick photo (Photo 10). 
But the guide was gone — no chance 
to ask about the many post-war modi- 
fications to the room (chamber size, 
door location, chimney), nor about its 
history as a morgue and an air raid 
shelter. No chance to ask how 800 to 
1000 people were jammed into that 
room, nor how the deadly Zyklon 
pellets were collected up without kill- 
ing the guards handling the dead bod- 
ies. No chance to ask why the four 
Zyklon vents appeared to be added 
later than the original construction. 
No chance to ask about French tradi- 
tionalist Eric Conan’s claim that 
“everything there is false.” 

In the oven room (Photo 11), we 
had about one minute to view the 
ovens themselves — “no _ photos 
please” — and our guide was off. No 
chance to ask why the reconstructed 
chimney was not attached to the ov- 
ens. No chance to ask why the six 
cremation muffles, which could han- 
dle six bodies per hour, were such a 
capacity mismatch with a gas cham- 
ber that could kill 800 to 1000 at a 
shot. Note: it would have taken 
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Photo 16: Alleged Krema 2 gas 


chamber. 


Photo 17: Alleged Krema 3 gas 


chamber. 


entrance. 


roughly 150 hours — or more than 6 days working round the clock — to dis- 
pose of all the bodies from a single gassing. 
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Outside again, our guide was suddenly much more relaxed. Now we 
have time for a break, for bathrooms, for a visit to the gift shop, she said. 
“Be out front at the bus at 12:30, for the ride over to Birkenau.” Finally, I 
thought — the highlight of the trip. 

Again, the “ride to Birkenau” was surprising — all of about five minutes. 
Out of the small village, across a field, and there we were, at the famous 
entrance building, complete with train tunnel (Photo 12 — a poor exposure, 
as my camera was beginning to fail me). There we were, at the site of the 
greatest mass killing in human history: 1.1 million people, the vast majori- 
ty Jews, killed over two years (1943 and 1944), 90 percent of whom were 
gassed in the four crematoria. 

I was very anxious to get inside and look around. Then another surprise. 
“Because we are running late,” said our guide (“late”?), “we will only have 
time to see the main guard tower and one of the barracks. Unfortunately, 
we won’t be able to see the gas chambers.” What?! You must be kidding 
me, lady! No gas chambers?! Like hell!, I said to myself. “How much time 
do we have until the bus leaves?,” I asked our guide. “About 25 minutes.” 
“I’m going to the gas chambers.” “Ok,” she said as she headed off with the 
group. I didn’t care if I had to walk back to Krakow; I was going to see the 
Birkenau gas chambers. 

Inside the main gate, one sees the train tracks going out into the dis- 
tance, to a dead end, and flanked by guard towers and a loading area (Pho- 
to 13). Being familiar with the camp layout, I knew that the main objec- 
tives were Kremas 2 and 3, and that they were straight ahead of me, at the 
end of the tracks, about 800 meters — almost half a mile — away. Quick cal- 
culation: I can walk there in 10 minutes, and 10 minutes back, leaving 5 
minutes for the chambers — or I can run. I ran. 

So, after an earnest five-minute run, I could at last see the ruins of the 
infamous Krema 2 — site of the single greatest death toll at Auschwitz: 
some 300,000 people, on the conventional view (Photo 14). Across the 
way, its twin facility, Krema 3 — site of another 275,000 gassings (Photo 
15). Both buildings were destroyed by the Germans upon abandoning the 
camp, though Krema 2 retains some very relevant and important structures. 

Standing there in front of the remains of both buildings, one gets a real 
sense of the improbability of the conventional story. Each building had an 
almost completely underground chamber, roughly 30 x 7 meters, at right 
angles to the main building, which contained the cremation ovens. On the 
revisionist view, this chamber was a morgue — a large, unventilated, but 
cool, place to store dead bodies (many infectious) until they could be cre- 
mated. On the standard view, this room was the gas chamber — a place in 


170 VOLUME 4, NUMBER 2 


which 2,000 people were collectively gassed in less than 20 minutes. Photo 
16 shows the collapsed roof of the Krema 2 chamber as it exists today. 

Now, imagine this: You are somehow able to pack 2,000 frightened, 
sick, angry people, wall to wall, into this underground room — a room with 
only a single narrow doorway from the main building. You then kill them 
all by sprinkling pellets of Zyklon-B over their heads, through openings in 
the roof. Now you have to quickly extract the dead bodies, steeped in poi- 
sonous gas, without killing yourself or your fellow workers. No problem — 
if you could peel the roof off and scoop them out with a backhoe. Lacking 
that option, it would be nearly impossible in any reasonable amount of 
time. And yet the experts, like Franciszek Piper, claim that it took only 
three or four hours. Incredible — that they can make such claims, and no 
one (except the few revisionists) challenges them. 

There are other stories in these remains. One is the search for residue of 
the deadly cyanide gas. If the chambers were used on as many people as 
claimed, the remaining bricks should have detectable cyanide compounds 
still in them. And yet none are to be found. Another story is the search for 
the roof openings into which the Zyklon pellets were poured — supposedly 
four per chamber. Krema 2’s roof is sufficiently intact that we should be 
able to find evidence of these holes. And yet they are not to be found — not 
one single indisputable hole. 

But my time was running short. A quick dash over to Krema 3 for a last 
shot or two (Photo 17), and then back to the bus. The other two crematoria, 
Kremas 4 and 5, were across the camp, a good 600 meters away, in the 
wrong direction; they would have to wait for my next visit. So too would 
the two “bunkers,” or small converted farmhouses, that were allegedly 
used to pilot the Birkenau gassing project in 1942. Almost nothing remains 
of them, yet it would be interesting to hunt down their locations — the sites 
of some 250,000 Jewish gassings, it is said. But now it’s time to go. Head- 
ing back along the tracks toward that most infamous of buildings, I 
couldn’t resist pausing for one more shot (Photo 18). 

I arrived back at the bus just as the crowd was loading up — perfect tim- 
ing. After an hour ride we returned to Krakow around 2:00 pm. But rather 
than sitting it out for another hour circuit of the city as we returned my fel- 
low riders, I opted to hop out at the first stop and walk home. A good 
move. I was back at my hotel for less than an hour when the skies un- 
leashed a pounding rain. So luck was with me after all, that day — my day 
in Auschwitz. 

All photos © Thomas Dalton 
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On the Roads of Truth 


Searching for Warwick Hester 


Klaus Schwensen 


1. Introduction 


Between 1947 and 1957 a little monthly journal was published in Buenos 
Aires under the title Der Weg — El Sendero (The Way). Language and read- 
ers were German, and the journal is of some historical interest since it was 
able to publish things in Argentina that certainly would have caused prob- 
lems in post-war Germany. In July 1954 Der Weg had published an article 
by a certain Guido Heimann which dealt critically with the 6-million num- 
ber and the Jewish death toll in what since became known as “the Holo- 
caust.”! In response to Heimann’s article an American by the name of Dr. 
Warwick Hester wrote a letter to the editor? in which he agreed with 
Heimann. The editor Eberhard Fritsch printed the letter (whose length was 
more that of an article) under the title “On the Roads of Truth” (Auf den 
Strapen der Wahrheit). The title refers to the letter writer Warwick Hester, 
who had in past years made many journeys in order to interview former 
German soldiers and SS men who lived now in exile and had testified on 
alleged German atrocities. Both Heimann and Warwick Hester appear in 
today’s context as early revisionists, and both articles were recently repro- 
duced in the French language.* 


2. Who Was Warwick Hester? 


The author’s name Warwick Hester is rather unusual. Warwick is a town in 
England, and there is also a Warwick in Rhode Island (U.S.A) and in 
Queensland (Australia). But Warwick is also a surname. Hester is a female 
Christian name (like Esther), but it can also be a surname. In the introduc- 
tion to Warwick Hester’s article we read: “Aus einem Brief des bekannten 
Nordamerikaners’”’, which means that the author was a man and Hester 
cannot be his Christian name. Thus, both Warwick and Hester could be 
surnames here, Warwick Hester a hyphenated name and we would not 
know his Christian name. On the other hand, the naming of children in the 
United States is rather permissive, and thus, the Christian name of “Dr. 
Hester” may have been “Warwick.” In the “Contents” of the issue of Der 
Weg we read that his residence was Washington. All in all, “Dr. Warwick 
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Hester” is obviously a pseudonym, and the location “Washington” may be 
given to protect his anonymity. 

But the story goes on. An Internet search for “Warwick AND Hester” 
leads us into the world of dog breeders, especially to the friends of Great 
Danes (Celtic Danes). Here we find in the pedigree of some dogs two 
bitches that apparently originated from the breeding of a Mr. Warwick, 
since their names were “Warwick’s Eunice” and “Warwick’s Hester.”* 
Since the pedigree does not contain the life data of the dogs, we are not 
sure whether the noble creatures lived in 1954, but perhaps they had a 
grandmother called “Warwick’s Hester’? It seems he was not without 
some humor — our Dr. Warwick Hester! 

According to his article, Warwick Hester made “from 1946 until now” 
(1954) “journeys into the European countries”, in order to form an opinion 
about the question of the German guilt and the genocide. He traveled in the 
three Western Occupation Zones of Germany, to Barcelona, even to Cairo 
and Rio de Janeiro. The latter cities he visited to interview former German 
soldiers who lived there in exile and who had testified on German war 
crimes. As Warwick Hester found out, their statements were mostly based 
on hearsay. As he writes further, he had numerous talks with former con- 
centration camp inmates, that he had done research of his own and studied 
files and documents. Such an interest and competence in the field of war 
crimes was unusual for an American private person, not to mention the 
costs of the research and journeys. But it could well correspond to a law- 
yer, who travels in order to sound out former witnesses of the prosecution 
and thus help his clients. Finally, Warwick Hester mentions his own “col- 
lection of documents” — where might it have ended up? 

According to its content and tendency Warwick Hester’s article could 
well fit one Stephen F. Pinter, a lawyer from St. Louis, Missouri, who after 
the war worked in the U.S. War Crimes Program, quit his post in 1948 and 
settled as a freelance lawyer in Salzburg (Austria). Warwick Hester started 
his travels in 1946 — like Pinter, who after his arrival in Dachau in mid- 
January 1946 began to visit many DP (Displaced Persons) camps. Alt- 
hough Pinter does not mention any travels to Barcelona, Cairo and Rio, he 
could have made such journeys during his “biographical lacuna” (1949- 
1953) where we have no information at all about his whereabouts. 

An identification of “Warwick Hester” with Stephen Pinter is found 
first in Udo Walendy’s introduction to his reprint of the letter, which he 
calls “The Dr. Pinter Report.”° Walendy had relied on a source of infor- 
mation whose name he did not want to disclose. Obviously, his informant 
was convinced that Warwick and Pinter were identical. Maybe the source 
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knew some of Pinter’s texts and Warwick’s text, and had by combination 
or intuition concluded that both must be by the same author. If so, 
Walendy’s source should have reported his discovery — which he did not 
do. But there is another possibility: that there were some former corre- 
spondence partners of Pinter’s, who really knew who “Warwick Hester” 
was. Pinter had correspondence partners in Germany and maybe also in 
Austria. Thus, it was quite plausible that he sent copies of the “Warwick 
Hester letter” to his partners. 


3. Origin of the Text and Aftermath 


Shortly after its publication, Warwick Hester’s article was quoted in a little 
paper Die Anklage (The Accusation) which, beginning in January 1955, 
brought out a series about the number of victims of National Socialism.° 
Die Anklage referred to the International Committee of the Red Cross 
(ICRC) and Warwick Hester. Obviously, they knew only Warwick Hes- 
ter’s article, but nothing about the author. The information about the article 
in Die Anklage was published by Wolfgang Benz,’ who apparently also 
knew nothing about Hester. 

In 1990 the Warwick Hester article was reprinted almost completely by 
Udo Walendy. Only the two introductory passages were omitted and two 
others changed places. In his introduction Walendy brings out some per- 
sonalia of Pinter, which probably originate from the authentic Pinter 
texts.®?'°!!-? The other data are speculative or wrong. For example, Pinter 
was a Bachelor of Law and no Doctor (Ph. D.), and he was not a Jew. 
Warwick mentions that when talking with former Jewish prisoners of Maj- 
danek camp, these took him “for one of them” — maybe from there the 
misunderstanding arose. Upon questioning, Mr. Walendy responded that he 
had received the text in 1990 together with a letter, and he sent from that 
letter the following passage:'* 


“In a private letter to the editor of La Voce de la Plata, Buenos Aires, 
Wilfried [actually Wilfred] von Oven, Pinter described his experiences, 
which von Oven printed 1954 in Der Weg No. 8, pp. 572 ff. Pinter was 
often criticized for this and wrote newspaper articles like in Our Sun- 
day Visitor. Concerning his person and competence he let a local nota- 
ry of St. Louis testify and put it into the papers. Pinter’s reports for the 
U.S. War Department (heeresamtliche Berichte) have never been pub- 
lished [...]. 
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Pinter had been in office since 1920, and during the war he was drafted 
as an Attorney. 1945/46 he was prosecutor in Dachau and investigated 
thereafter all concentration and labor camps west of the Russian Occu- 
pation Zone.” 


The letter is quoted here only to demonstrate that it contains a lot of errors. 
Apparently, Walendy’s source knew not only the Warwick Hester article 
but also some of the authentic Pinter texts. From this base, he would have 
composed his story, a strange brew of data that was picked out of the au- 
thentic texts but mostly misunderstood. Thus, the writer of the letter seems 
to be the source of most of the misunderstandings, errors and speculations 
about Pinter. For example: 

It is not plausible that Pinter was “often criticized” because of the War- 
wick Hester article, for the article was published in faraway Argentina — 
under a pseudonym. Then Walendy’s source mentions “Pinter’s Army Re- 
ports” (heeresamtliche Berichte), which were never published — how does 
he know of their existence? And concerning Wilfred von Oven, the editor 
of La Voce de la Plata, the source seems to believe that von Oven had been 
the editor of Der Weg, but the founder and editor was Eberhard Fritsch. 
Herr von Oven, by then 90 years old, said that he at that time had no con- 
nection to Duerer House, although he had wished to work for Der Weg.'* 

In recent times, the Warwick Hester article has been completely printed 
in French. The editor Jean Plantin seems like Walendy to accept the equa- 
tion Warwick Hester = Stephen F. Pinter. But he did not rely on specula- 
tions but started his own research and published his preliminary results. 
This again was the encouragement for further research and the findings 
presented here. 


4. Warwick’s Points 


Warwick Hester’s text remains today, more than 50 years later, highly rev- 
elatory, and his points and arguments are typical “revisionist”: 


The Problem of Witnesses 

The author complains that evidence in the trials was almost exclusively 
based on the statements of witnesses, and that numerous statements were 
false. In this connection, he mentions not only Jewish, but also German 
false statements, e.g., that of Dr. Wilhelm H6ttl who had reported the 6- 
million-victims number, which he allegedly had heard from Eichmann. 
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The Gas Vans (Gaswagen), which nobody has ever seen. 


The Documentary Film Die Todesmiihlen (The Death Mills) 

The author writes that this film was introduced as evidence in the Nurem- 
berg main trial and that it later turned out to be extensively faked. Here the 
writer is partly wrong: The film which was shown in the first week of the 
Nuremberg Main Trial was not The Death Mills but another, quite similar 
film entitled Nazi Concentration Camps. The footage of these films was 
mostly authentic (although it was sometimes “enriched” by manipulations, 
e.g. half-burnt bodies in the crematory ovens were shown which were 
posed for the film). The propagandistic impact of these films was tremen- 
dous. It relied on the horrible pictures combined with a propagandistic, 
false interpretation. For example, hundreds of dead bodies were shown, all 
victims of typhus, i.e. victims of a pestilence, while the film comment in- 
sinuated that killing was the actual aim of German concentration camps. 


The Issue of Gas Chambers in Certain Camps. 


The General Treatment of Inmates in German Concentration Camps. 


The Issue of Jewish Deaths (Number of Victims). 

Here, Warwick Hester mentions the increase of the Jewish world popula- 
tion by 3 million between 1933 and 1950, which of course is in contradic- 
tion to the 6 million murdered by the Nazis. In this connection, he tells the 
following story: 


“Recently, when talking to a North American of Jewish origin whom I 
esteem very much, I referred to that discrepancy [of Jewish population 
numbers]. J asked him whether he himself believed in earnest that the 
Nazis had killed 6 millions. He said: ‘Naturally not. For that they had 
neither the time nor the means. What they obviously had, was the inten- 
tion. Here begins politics [i.e. the psychology of propaganda]. Given the 
imputed intention, you can make any number. We thought that 6 mil- 
lions are not too much to appear plausible, but sufficient to make man- 
kind shiver for one century. This chance Hitler has given to us, and we 
make the most of it, to good effect, as you see.” 

I said he ought to consider that a political lie like this will, in light of 
subsequent investigation, disclose itself and turn against those who in- 
vented it. But this Jew, a psychologist, denied that. It [the propaganda] 
had penetrated too deep into the subconscious of the masses, so that it 
could never be dislodged. Humans in general are completely uncritical. 
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What is anchored in the subconscious, even an individual with common 
sense almost never is able to expunge. As a proof he cited the fact that 
already now [1954!], after a relatively short propagandistic campaign, 
that item required no further discussion. 

We have no problem, since we have created a historical fact which 
from now on is in the history books of schools, like the date of a bat- 
tle.“” 


Why speculate at all about the author of an article that was published more 
than 50 years ago in an obscure journal on the Rio de la Plata? The reason 
is that this article is an early precursor of revisionism. The author was a 
man who had good knowledge of the war-crimes issue, who thought inde- 
pendently and was not misled by the Allied war-crimes propaganda. Fur- 
thermore, he had a sense of justice, some sympathy with the defeated Ger- 
mans, and he must have enjoyed financial independence. The contempo- 
rary witness “Dr. Warwick Hester” has only one drawback: we do not 
know who he really was. This is a pity since the value of his experiences 
and observations would increase if it did not originate from a “Mystery 
Man” but, say, from the U.S. War Department Attorney Colonel Stephen 
F. Pinter. There are many indications for it, but a real proof is still lacking. 


Notes 


' Guido Heimann, ,,Die Liige von den sechs Millionen,” in: Der Weg, Heft 7 (Juli 


1954), pp. 479-487, Diirer Verlag, Buenos Aires 1954. 
2 Dr. Warwick Hester, ,,Auf den StraBen der Wahrheit,” in: Der Weg, Heft 8 
(Aug. 1954), pp. 572-578, Diirer Verlag, Buenos Aires 1954 
Jean Plantin, editor “Anthologie chronologique des textes révisionistes des an- 
nées quarante et cinquante (“Chronological Anthology of Revisionist Texts of 
the 1940s and 1950s’), in: Jean Plantin (editor), Etudes révisionistes; Vol. 2, 
private printing through “Le Cercle antitotalitaire”, France 2002. 
Pedigree of the bitch “Highland's Shelby Girl“, www.celticdanes.com/ 
pedigree/shelby.html, see also Kahn & Maxy Puppies 
www.sgdanes.com/kahnmaxypuppies.pdf. [Links now defunct; ed.] 
> Udo Walendy, ,,Der Dr. Pinter-Bericht”, Historische Tatsachen Nr. 43, pp. 20- 
23, Verlag Volkstum u. Zeitgeschichte, Vlotho 1990 
N.N., ,,Die gemeinste Geschichtsfalschung”, in: Die Anklage, Bad Worishofen, 
Jan. 1955 ff. 
Wolfgang Benz, Dimensions of the Holocaust, once at 
http://140.149.134.79/Journal/wbenz002.htm. 
8S. F. Pinter, letter to the editor of Deutsche Wochenschrift, St. Louis, Missouri, 
dated November 20, 1958; printed in ,,Suchlicht”, a supplement of Nation Eu- 
ropa, Heft 10 (Okt. 1959) (Text D) 
Stephen F. Pinter, Letter to the Editor, in: Our Sunday Visitor (Huntington, In- 
diana), June 14, 1959, p. 15 (Text E) 


INCONVENIENT HISTORY 177 


10 Stephen F. Pinter, ,,Beeidigte Erklarung, St. Louis, Mo., vom 9. Februar 1960;” 
in: Nation Europa, X. Jahrgang, H. 4 (April 1960), p. 68 (Text F) 

"lS. F. Pinter, “Die Kollektivschuld,” Nation Europa , Jahrg. X. H. 9 (Sept. 
1960), p. 9-11 (Text G) 

2 Stephen F. Pinter, letter to the editor of National- Zeitung, dated ?; partly quot- 
ed in: National-Zeitung Nr. 26, dated July 1, 1966, p. 1 and p. 11 (Text H) 

'3 Udo Walendy; letter dated September 6, 2002.The letter of Walendy’s source is 
in German. The passage quoted here is author’s translation. 

'4 Wilfred von Oven, letter dated October 4, 2001. 


178 VOLUME 4, NUMBER 2 


REVIEWS 


Night 


reviewed by Daniel D. Desjardins 


Night, by Elie Wiesel. Bantam Books, New York, 1982, 109 pp. 


ight, written by Elie Wiesel, winner of the 1986 Nobel Peace 
N Prize has, for such a small book, a very large reputation. I hasten 

to mention, however, the Bantam Books edition I am reviewing 
boasts the complete text of the original hardcover, of which “NOT ONE 
WORD HAS BEEN OMITTED.” A. Alvarez, reviewing for Commentary, 
wrote “As a human document, Night is almost unbearably painful, and cer- 
tainly beyond criticism.” And while I too am not here to criticize, in the 
course of examining, I do wish to question. For there are many odd and 
contradictory things in this book. And if you do not come to it with obedi- 
ent reverence, you will find those things readily. 

Mr. Wiesel tells us about his family, his father and mother who ran the 
family business, and his three sisters Hilda, Béa, and Tzipora. This book, in 
fact, is dedicated to the latter.'! Even before mention of his family, howev- 
er, we are introduced to Moshe the Beadle, a master at the Hasidic syna- 
gogue of Sighet, the town in Transylvania where Elie grew up. Elie wants 
to undertake studies of the Zohar, the cabbalistic books, which contain se- 
crets of Jewish mysticism. In an ensuing conversation, Moshe tells Elie: 


“There are a thousand and one gates leading into the orchard of mysti- 
cal truth. Every human being has his own gate. We must never make the 
mistake of wanting to enter the orchard by any gate but our own. To do 
this is dangerous for the one who enters and also for those who are al- 
ready there.” 


And this is revelatory in more ways than one. For it perhaps serves not on- 
ly as an overview regarding studies of the Kabbala, but the journey Elie 
will be describing regarding his experiences of the Jewish Holocaust; de- 
scriptions where “mystical” truth often becomes the touchstone of what he 
is striving for. The “gate” would be his personal experience, the “orchard,” 
the actual events themselves. If what is now being said about Elie is true, 
that he assumed the identity of another person, that he is not the person he 
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pretends to be, then woe to him, for he has broken with the advice given by 
his own master, creating great danger for himself as well as for others.2 

A ready example of employing the wrong gate to enter the orchard is 
Elie’s use of Moshe’s testimony to set the stage. It begins this way: one 
day in the life of Sighet, “they” (the Hungarian authorities) expell all for- 
eign Jews, Moshe the Beadle being one of these. Moshe is crammed into a 
cattle train by Hungarian police and shipped to Poland. Once across the 
Polish frontier the Gestapo take charge, immediately loading Moshe and 
other foreign Jews onto trucks to be taken to a forest. Once there, the con- 
demned are required to dig their own graves, whereafter the Gestapo — 
“without passion, without haste” — undertake a systematic execution. Each 
is shot in the neck with a bullet, while the babies are thrown in the air as 
“target practice” for the machine guns. Moshe, however, is merely shot in 
the leg... “and taken for dead.” Hence, he escapes... one presumes on 
foot, all the way back to Sighet. When he gets there, his fellow Jews don’t 
believe his story, including Elie. After all, despite Moshe’s reputation as a 
member of the Hasidic synagogue, the claim he was miraculously saved to 
return on a wounded leg all the way through Slovakia and Hungary to 
Transylvania in order to tell the story of... “his death,” must have appeared 
nothing less than sensational.* And it must have appeared at least ironic to 
Elie, who describes him earlier as “a past master in the art of making him- 
self insignificant.”” Now Moshe wants to be other than insignificant, that is, 
more significant, risking his life to warn others while there is still time. But 
the question is not whether this man has changed his character, but the 
character of a story about wanton murder against “foreign” Jews when so 
many “native” Jews were left in peace. Now this “foreign” Jew who re- 
turns to what should be arrest and a second expulsion is allowed to walk 
the streets in plain day without further ado. 

In fact, according to Elie, there is no further disturbance for anyone, in- 
cluding Moshe, for a full one and a half years. Not until the Spring of 1944 
when Admiral Horthy is forced to ask one of the leaders of the Nyilas Par- 
ty to form a new government allowing the Fascists come to power. Now 
the Germans are granted permission to station troops in the country and 
within a few days they suddenly appear at Sighet. At first all is well, some 
even billeting in Jewish homes and acting friendly. But then they lower the 
boom with harsh decrees and designated ghettos. Not to mention deporta- 
tion. In a spirit of cooperation it is the Hungarian and Jewish police who 
move the Jews into the Big Ghetto, followed by the Jewish Council which 
takes the final step of transferring them to the main synagogue and then the 
train station. Once there, it is now the Hungarian Police, assisted by the 
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Gestapo, who load them onto cattle 
cars bound for what is at first an un- 
known destination. 

The train stops at Kaschau, on the 
Czech border, and it is only now the 
Jews realize they will not remain in 
their native Hungary. Only now, 
when it is “too late,” are their eyes 
opened. Elie tells us this because as 
recently as their stay at the Big Ghet- 
to they might have escaped, the ghet- 
to being unguarded, but the Jews 
stayed nevertheless thinking the 
Germans would not have time to ex- 
pel them, the front was too close, et 


Elie Wiesel at the Time 100 Gala, 


cetera. Now they are to cross into 3 May 2010. By User:David 
Czechoslovakia where they soon find Shankbone [CC-BY-SA-3.0 


themselves at Auschwitz. And sur- (http://creativecommons.org/ 
prisingly, no one had ever heard this licenses/by-sa/3.0)], via 
name before. As the train arrives, a Wikimedia Commons 


certain Madame Schachter, who had 

become hysterical on four separate occasions crying about flames and fire 
and furnaces where none were to be seen, now cries out a fifth time that 
flames are leaping from a tall chimney into the black sky.° And this time 
her visions are apparently real. Adding to the scene is an abominable odor 
and odd-looking characters dressed in striped shirts and black trousers who 
enter the wagon beating people with truncheons, yelling for everyone to 
evacuate the cars quickly. Maybe to insure they do not end up somewhere 
else. For soon we discover these prisoners are somehow no longer at 
Auschwitz, but nearby Birkenau. Not that there is any difference. They are 
still confronted by the sight of flames and the scent of burning flesh. 

At Birkenau, along about midnight, with SS men every six feet, “tom- 
my guns” at the ready, Elie and his father are permanently to be separated 
from Elie’s mother and sisters.° The men are formed in columns of fives 
and while they are so doing, an unknown prisoner comes telling what is in 
store for them... at Auschwitz (sic?). “Haven’t you heard about it?” And 
because they have not, he tells them. “See that chimney over there? See it? 
Do you see those flames?... You’re going to be burned. Frizzled away. 
Turned into ashes.” And here my readers you will be astounded to realize 
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is the modus Elie thought proper and fitting to propound for his Nobel 
Peace Prize winning novel: flames, not gas, but flames!’ 

There is thought of revolt then and there but the older ones beg the 
younger ones not to do “anything foolish.” So they instead march toward a 
square where they encounter “the notorious Dr. Mengele.” And here Elie 
may be expressing a post-war attitude or maybe it is an indication the noto- 
riety of the doctor was simply greater than the place where he worked. In 
any event, Elie describes him as having a cruel face, but not devoid of in- 
telligence. To complete the picture he is wearing a monocle and holds a 
conductor’s baton. And he actually addresses Elie, asking his age. To be 
sure, it is surprising a man of his stature would intercede in such matters, 
even to the point of becoming chatty. For he also asks if Elie is in good 
health and what he does for a living. And it is just as surprising Elie has the 
nerve to answer these questions falsely. For his pains he is directed to the 
left. As is his father. But lo, they soon learn this means the crematories! 
Not the indoor crematories Madame Schachter raved about, but a ditch 
with gigantic flames! 

At this juncture we return to an aspect of Moshe’s incredible story, only 
this time it is Elie who is telling us: a lorry delivering babies. A full load of 
them. He sees it with his own eyes — babies thrown into the flames! But 
gruesome as this pit is with its large, leaping flames, this is not their pit. 
There is an even larger one for adults. And it is so terrible Elie wonders if 
he is awake. He pinches himself to make sure. For his part, the father is 
sorry Elie couldn’t have gone with his mother. We learn that apparently, 
despite specific orders women had to go one way and men another, several 
boys Elie’s age (he is 15) somehow and nevertheless went with their moth- 
ers. Naturally, we wonder how this could happen? Could it be the Germans 
were lax in their strictures or were they simply not paying attention? Both 
seem improbable. Elie speaks of wanting to run to the electric wire and 
electrocute himself rather than “suffer a slow agony in the flames.” Appar- 
ently, he thinks there is a chance for this. And we can’t be sure, for he says 
nothing about the guards. His father meanwhile, weeping, recites the Kad- 
dish, a prayer for the dead. This makes Elie angry. Why should he bless the 
name of God, a Lord of the Universe who is silent? Here one might coun- 
sel Elie not to make matters worse by blaspheming the All-Powerful and 
Terrible. Something bad might happen. And we see it almost does. Closer 
and closer Elie and his father march toward the ditch and its leaping 
flames. And oddly, nothing is said of being forced there, of guards beating 
them forward with truncheons or whips. They are not even shouted at. It is 
instead like a dream. Maybe Elie is dreaming? Closer, and closer they go: 
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twenty paces, then fifteen. The inferno’s heat rises up and by now must be 
stifling. Ten steps, eight steps, seven. It is like a funeral march, not forced, 
suggestive of trance. Odd too, is the fact Elie’s teeth are chattering, not 
from the cold, obviously, so we suppose this is from nervousness. Four 
steps, three steps. And now the pit is directly in front of them, right there in 
front, and they are not even singed nor withered by what must be tremen- 
dous, overwhelming heat, but instead Elie retains the presence of mind and 
the gathering strength to think he might still break from the ranks and make 
it to the barbed wire. But suddenly it is not necessary. At the last moment 
he, his father and their remaining comrades are miraculously ordered to 
make a quick turn to the left and proceed to the barracks. They are saved! 
But what’s this? Like the odd ratcheting of a broken mechanism, it appears 
Elie and his father were not at the edge of the pit after all. For when the 
order comes, somehow they are again two steps away and not quite there. 
Still, it was a close call. 

The blows that were not in evidence forcing prisoners into the flaming 
pit now rain down volubly to encourage those who survived to go to the 
barber to get their haircut! And the people wielding the truncheons are fel- 
low prisoners. Not only is Elie’s hair cut with clippers, but his whole body 
is shaved. He and his companions are all the while naked, carrying only 
their original belt and shoes. And apparently they are still naked afterward 
as they wander into the courtyard meeting old friends and acquaintances. 
Some are joyful and some are weeping. And Elie admits to something that 
would become more and more pronounced as his story progresses, viz., 
that those who were dead and departed “no longer touched even the surface 
of our memories.” They would speak of them, but with little concern for 
their fate. Elie tells us why: because their senses are blunted. Because 
“everything was blurred as in a fog.” Or a dream? In any event, it was no 
longer possible to grasp anything. Self-preservation, self-defense, pride — 
all had deserted them. 

At five in the morning they are beaten once more, and made to run na- 
ked through icy winds with their shoes and belts to yet another barracks, 
where disinfection is waiting for them in the form of a barrel of petrol. 
Everyone is soaked in it. Picturing how they did this requires some imagi- 
nation. Then everyone takes a hot shower. And what comes out isn’t gas, 
but real water for genuine cleaning. All at high speed, mind you — no wast- 
ing water! Now they are made to run to another barracks where they re- 
ceive their prison clothes, to discover nothing fits! But unlike the usual G.I. 
lament where a soldier must adapt to the clothes he is issued, these prison- 
ers are allowed to swap clothes and make the necessary adjustments. 
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In case the reader has gotten the wrong idea, Elie describes an SS of- 
ficer with fleshy lips and “the odor of the Angel of Death” who tells every- 
one they are at Auschwitz... a concentration camp. You can nearly imag- 
ine some editor who has advised this, e.g., stop the descriptions making 
Auschwitz appear like a country club and get back to the evil of those 
murderous Germans. So now we have Elie reading crime not only on the 
SS man’s brow, but also in the pupils of his eyes. And we know Elie is not 
being technical because any book on the human visual system will tell you 
that the pupil is the aperture in the iris that controls the amount of light en- 
tering the eye, where the larger the diameter the more light rays reach the 
edges of the lens, thereby reducing the quality of the image. Rather than 
reading evil there, the best that can be inferred is that the SS man’s pupils 
were dilated because the room was dark. But apart from the dilated pupils, 
the SS man is certainly focused on his topic of discussion. For he tells 
them Auschwitz is not a convalescent home. It is a place of work. And if 
one doesn’t work they will “go straight to the furnace.” Not to the gas 
chambers, but directly to the crematory! “Work or the crematory...” This 
is what Elie quotes the SS man as saying. And it is again apparent the men- 
tion of gas chambers is avoided in preference to the word “furnace.” Why? 
Speculation suggests this might be because up until the time of Edith 
Stein’s beatification in 1987, Elie Wiesel had been attempting to introduce 
the word “Holocaust” into our vocabulary (from the Hebrew ola, i.e., burnt 
offering). The twenty-fifth anniversary edition I am reviewing was printed 
in 1986. Controversy at the time of Edith Stein’s beatification apparently 
persuaded him to use the word “Shoah” (from Isaiah 47:11, meaning “dis- 
aster”).® I leave it to the reader to determine if more modern editions men- 
tion “gas chambers” in addition to crematories. 

Returning to our story, we again find force being used for unusual pur- 
poses. For we have a scene where ten gypsies join a lone gypsy wielding 
whips and truncheons to force everyone outside into the spring sunshine. 
One wonders why prisoners must be forced to do this? Naturally we as- 
sume spring sunshine is preferable to the inside of a barracks. But maybe 
they have an intimation of the short march and coming confusion? For they 
are formed into ranks of five and marched through the gates between elec- 
tric wires. And near or on the electric wires there are a series of white plac- 
ards brandishing a death’s head with this caption: “Warning. Danger of 
death.” And the irony is not lost on Elie, who has been telling us all along 
they are in a death camp! The gypsies are soon replaced by SS who march 
the prisoners outside the barbed wire of the camp, and now there is some 
uncertainty whether this is a march of half an hour or only a few moments 
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before they reach the barbed wire of another camp: Auschwitz! Yes, that’s 
right. They were in Auschwitz which they left to enter another camp which 
is also Auschwitz. Elie is obviously confused and I wonder if his editors 
are so mesmerized by the sanctity of his descriptions there has been no at- 
tempt to correct this anomaly. For the obvious correction is that Elie has 
left Auschwitz for nearby Birkenau, else re-entered Auschwitz through 
another gate. For he specifically mentions an iron door with the inscription: 
“Work is liberty!,” claiming this is Auschwitz. But then he confuses his 
reader again by saying this camp is better than Birkenau! He was at 
Auschwitz, the SS man with the fleshy lips and the odor of death tells him 
they are at Auschwitz, they leave Auschwitz and enter... Auschwitz! How 
did this glaring confusion get past the editors? 

We learn Auschwitz was better than Birkenau because of its concrete 
buildings and gardens. Not to mention hygiene. At the entrance to one of 
the prison blocks, Elie is made to wait his turn to go into the showers. 
From what we know about how the Germans used showers, we think this is 
the end, but no, not at all. It is Elie himself who tells us the showers were a 
compulsory formality at the entrance “to all these camps.” Even when 
passing from one to the other several times a day, e.g., from Birkenau to 
Auschwitz, from Auschwitz to Birkenau, you had to go through the baths 
each time. Yet, pleasant as that seems, all is not wine and roses. It is in fact 
a pretext for complaint. And this is because after the nice, hot shower, they 
were forced to shiver in the night air. But the case Elie makes for this 
doesn’t stack up. Just a short while ago, Elie and his comrades were 
marched over in the spring sunshine, the march took only a few moments 
or half hour at the most, whereafter they queued at the prison block to get a 
shower and now it is night. One of two things must be true: they waited a 
long time for their shower or they spent a long time in the shower, or pos- 
sibly both. Either way, forget the old adage, for here time passes quickly 
when you’re not having fun! Their clothes they had to leave behind in “the 
other block,” and since this is the first block they are supposedly entering 
once reaching Auschwitz, one must imagine they walked naked all the way 
from Birkenau! But I think instead there was an undressing process at 
Auschwitz Elie has failed to mention. What he does mention is that time 
has passed even more quickly and it is now nearly midnight before he and 
his comrades are ordered to run, not to get clothes, but to go to bed. 

Next morning after a good night’s sleep, the prisoners are able to wash, 
get new clothes and drink black coffee. As a point of reference you can 
read The Forgotten Soldier by Guy Sajer and know this is a time on the 
Eastern Front when German soldiers were eating grass for lack of supplies. 
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What they wouldn’t have given for some coffee! You need only make such 
comparisons to realize the prisoners’ life was somewhat gentle by compar- 
ison. The German soldier was constantly exposed to death, lived in the 
same uniform month after month, and rarely got a bath, hot or otherwise. 
Except for the dishonor, some soldiers might have been glad to trade plac- 
es. And think. Instead of some muddy ditch or foxhole, Elie tells us his 
comrades didn’t have to leave the relative comfort of their barrack until ten 
a.m. — so that it could be cleaned. Outside, they chatted with fellow com- 
rades in the warm sunshine. At noon, they are brought a plate of thick 
soup. Again by way of contrast, Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn tells us about the 
food in the Soviet camps: gruel with salted carrots September till June, 
groats in June and shredded nettles in July. At other times there might be 
cabbage. There was also fish, but it was mostly bones because the flesh 
was boiled off leaving only a little meat on the tails and heads.’ Who had 
the better system? Both the German and the Russian camps had a bread 
ration, but it must be remembered that while the Gulag was meant to hold 
prisoners for political crimes, the German camps allegedly existed for pur- 
poses of extermination. Something to ponder. 

Elie tells us despite his hunger he doesn’t eat it because he was still “the 
spoiled child,” so his father takes his ration instead. Then they take a siesta. 
Elie now begins to think the SS officer of the other day was lying: Ausch- 
witz is not a concentration camp, not a death camp where if you do not 
work you die, but in fact a rest home! 

We now come to a description which, in light of recent controversy, 
should be of particular interest. For this is where Elie tells us how he got 
his prisoner’s tattoo. The scene unfolds as follows: one fine afternoon a 
line is formed in front of a table with some medical instruments. Three vet- 
eran prisoners with needles are assigned to engrave numbers on the arms of 
the new prisoners. With left sleeve rolled up, Elie tells us he gets his num- 
ber: A-7713. And the number is important. When at dusk the work units 
return, greeted by a band playing military marches, roll call is taken. And 
the SS verifies the tens of thousands of prisoners not by their names but by 
their numbers. So Elie would have been required to have a number at 
Auschwitz. No number, no Auschwitz. A-7713, left arm. Of course any 
other legitimate number would have served the purpose, but this is the one 
he says he received. If no number or a false one, we must toss out the 
whole idea of his ever being at Auschwitz or the factual basis for what he 
says in Night. Why not believe him? 

Apart from the harrowing experience at the flaming pit when first arriv- 
ing, the next three weeks at Auschwitz are really quite good. In the morn- 
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ings there is black coffee. At noon there is soup. After roll call at 6 p.m., 
there is bread and margarine. Then the prisoners are free to roam, looking 
for friends, neighbors and relatives before going to bed by 9 p.m. Elie and 
his father have nothing to do but sleep a great deal in the afternoon and at 
night. Their only worry is to in fact stay at Auschwitz “as long as possible” 
and avoid being moved. How? Simply by identifying themselves as other 
than skilled laborers, for “laborers” (i.e., unskilled laborers) “were being 
kept till the end.” 

But soon these good days end. A first indication is when the cell block 
leader is replaced for being too humane, replaced by someone savage, ably 
assisted by monstrous attendants. This turn of events again causes Elie and 
his fellow Jews think of their fate, but also of things one doesn’t usually 
expect of a people too proud to believe they are at fault for anything. A 
fellow Hasidic, Akiba Drumer, one of solemn voice, is given to say God is 
testing them to find out whether they can dominate their base instincts and 
“kill the Satan within us,” while others speak “of the sins of the Jewish 
people,” but also their future deliverance. This reminds one of the occa- 
sional admissions of Jews such as Bernard Lazarre, a French historian who, 
well before the holocaust, understood national uprisings and the expulsion 
of Jews in consequence of negative characteristics the Jews themselves 
possessed. And it also reminds of Edith Stein, the German philosopher and 
Carmelite, who spoke of the “fulfillment of the curse which my people 
have called down upon themselves!”!’ But now, during a period of com- 
mon suffering, these Jewish prisoners come to a similar understanding. 

Eventually Elie, his father and some other prisoners are transferred to 
Buna. And here Elie makes a striking statement. On the one hand he says 
Buna looks like it was suffering from an epidemic, but on the other hand he 
says its sparse population of prisoners were well-clad and walking about 
seemingly healthy. Once there, they go through the ubiquitous showers, 
joined by the head of the camp — a man with gray-blue eyes who looks 
kind and even smiles. He takes an interest in the several children who ar- 
rive with the convoy and has food brought for them. The newly arrived, 
meanwhile, are given new clothes. Even the veteran prisoners admit “Bu- 
na’s a very good camp,” yet seem to have misgivings about the building 
unit. But now we learn what might be behind the niceties of the camp 
commandant in regard to the children. It seems the head of Elie’s tent, a 
German, also likes children. And despite having an “assassin’s face,” 
hands like “wolf’s paws,” and so much fat he could hardly move, he too, 
brings the children food: bread, soup, and margarine. Elie explains why by 
assuming the man is a trafficker in children. He assumes he is an homo- 
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sexual. Why these assumptions? Because later he would learn “there was a 
considerable traffic in children among homosexuals here...” It is not prov- 
en against the German mind you, nor the camp commandant, but for Elie 
the rumors are sufficient. And I’m sure for many of his readers, too. 

Medical examination seems pretty good — maybe as good or better than 
what modern-day US military Reservists receive. There are three doctors 
present and instead of posing questions via some on-line and impersonal 
form, they ask about the health of a person, in person. And then there is a 
dentist — something not even our modern-day Veterans’ hospitals provide. 
The only draw-back according to Elie is that the dentist is not looking for 
decayed teeth but ones that contain gold. Those who have them, like Elie 
with his gold crown, have their number added to a list. The secretary of the 
block soon orders him to return to the camp dentist, despite he has no 
toothache. It seems those with gold teeth are required to have them extract- 
ed (without waiting to remove them from their dead skulls!) But on this 
occasion the dentist is a Czech Jew, and when Elie explains he is not feel- 
ing well, the dentist tells him to return when he is feeling better. When Elie 
returns a week later, he gives the same excuse and is again given a re- 
prieve. But now there is an end to it, for the Germans discover the dentist is 
running a private traffic of his own and is “thrown in prison,” whence to be 
hanged. Not gassed, not incinerated, but hanged! And no one replaces him. 
So Elie gets to keep his gold crown because the Germans don’t afterwards 
assign a new dentist to extract gold teeth and one wonders if the original 
Jewish dentist was not only working on his own but without authority? 

From time to time Elie tells us something unusual about the psychology 
of concentration camp life and here divulges an instance involving a work 
detail headed up by Idek, a bully Kapo. Normally, Elie and his father 
worked in an electronics warehouse at Buna but this incident occurs at a 
rail depot where they had to load Deisel engines. Idek breaks out into a 
frenzy over Elie’s father’s laziness and begins beating him with an iron 
bar. You can imagine the blows were not light. The father is in fact beaten 
so badly he is described as “broke in two,” like a tree struck by lightning, 
whereupon he collapses. And here is the strange part. Elie describes his 
anger as not directed towards Idek but wholly against his father “for not 
knowing how to avoid Idek’s outbreak.” If true, this is indeed bizarre. Elie 
blames the effects on camp life, but seen from a nature versus nurture 
viewpoint, one wonders at the boy’s character and what he is made of. One 
often learns the worst about oneself under conditions of turmoil and stress. 
And it is not the last of our friend Idek. 
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Elie would learn something about his comrades, too. Take Franek, for 
example. Franek, the former student from Warsaw. Franek, a Pole and fel- 
low Jew, who was also their foreman. It now seems that someone else be- 
sides the Jewish dentist wants Elie’s gold crown and that person is Franek. 
Jews, we are told, love gold. And we are reminded of this by Woody Allen 
of all people, himself Jewish, whose film Annie Hall shows actual German 
newsreel footage of abandoned cars on the outskirts of Paris accompanied 
by English sub-titles telling us these were Jews attempting to flee the Ger- 
mans with all their... gold! So who can blame Franek? No longer the sym- 
pathetic, intelligent youth, Franek attempts to persuade Elie through his 
father, savagely thrashing the father every time he marches out of step. Elie 
tries to teach his father how to march correctly, but it is no good. The fa- 
ther remains unregimented, and for that, continues to receive beatings until 
finally, Elie consents to give up his crown. By now, however, Franek 
wants a ration of bread for having been kept waiting — this, to go to the 
famous dentist from Warsaw who’s going to do the extraction. It’s not 
much of a fee really and the old adage applies: you get what you pay for. 
The famous dentist pulls the tooth in a lavatory with a rusty spoon! And 
this is a Jewish, not a German dentist. 

Fresh on the heels of this tale of the lavatory and rusty spoons comes a 
story that is now salacious, one that is meant to titillate. It again involves 
Idek. Picture a pleasant Sunday, normally a day of rest, but Idek won’t hear 
of it. Everyone to the warehouse, which is outside the camp. But maybe 
Idek has relented, for Elie finds there is not much to do there but go for 
little walks. Elie’s little walk takes him to the back of the building where 
he hears noises from a room next door. Next door is obviously their own 
barracks inside the camp for next thing we know, Elie is able to spy on 
Idek and a half-naked Polish girl on a mattress in the building from whence 
they were forced to leave. It is odd Elie is able to return there, and evident- 
ly comical the sight he is witnessing, too. So much so, he laughs out loud 
and draws Idek’s unwanted attention. Soon, he is made to lie on a box dur- 
ing a special roll call to receive twenty-five lashes, during which he passes 
out. Doused with water and brought before Idek, the latter tells Elie the 
punishment was for his curiosity and that he will receive five times as 
many lashes “if you dare tell anyone what you saw!” And he says this dur- 
ing the same roll call in front of some hundred prisoners who presumably 
are within earshot. Or did Elie forget the scene he had painted? By now we 
are thinking this happens too often. 

And that is not all. For another thing that happens often and by now 
catches our eye is the fact mass murder in flaming pits or crematories is not 


INCONVENIENT HISTORY 189 


the only way the Germans choose to dispatch the undesirable. Those who 
commit actual infractions are curiously handled individually and in the old- 
fashioned way: by hanging! The Czech Jew who was hanged for improper 
dental practices is apparently not an anomaly. And we know this because 
Elie tells us about gallows erected in the center of the camp for other such 
executions. And these events are quite formal. He describes one that occurs 
while all ten thousand prisoners are at roll-call. The gate to the camp is 
opened and they find themselves surrounded by a “section” of SS, one sol- 
dier every three paces.’ The hanging concerns a youth from Warsaw ac- 
cused of stealing. He must now die as a warning and example, but also be- 
cause it’s the law. Apparently there is a semblance of law even in a con- 
centration camp. Despite Elie telling us the youth has spent three years in 
various camps, he is nevertheless described as “strong,” and “well-built.” 
And it is odd, if anything any longer can be, that Elie is overwhelmed by 
the sight of this one impending death by hanging when he says he is oth- 
erwise no longer troubled by the thousands who die daily at Auschwitz and 
Birkenau in the crematory ovens. And his reason is a matter of speculation, 
but I infer it is because aside from the one incident of the flaming pits, he 
does not see these thousands of deaths but only imagines them. By con- 
trast, the true sight of someone who is to hang is more poignant and real. 
And the odd twist is that even after the youth is able to shout an appeal for 
liberty and a curse upon Germany, following the execution, the assembly is 
nevertheless commanded to bare and cover their heads as a gesture of re- 
spect. Then the prisoners are all made to pass by the dead body and look at 
the hanged youth full in the face, to see his dimmed eyes and lolling 
tongue, as if this was to make a special impression when thousands were 
dying every day by more gruesome means for no particular infraction. 
There is yet another hanging into which Elie delves at length concern- 
ing a boy who was an assistant to a Dutch Oberkapo of the fifty-second 
cable unit. The boy was known as a pipel, a child with a refined and beauti- 
ful face, and anyone who has read Oscar Wilde’s Portrait of Mr. W.H. is 
struck by certain similarities. After the sabotage of the electric power sta- 
tion at Buna, the Gestapo accuse a certain Dutchman, whereupon they tor- 
ture and send him to Auschwitz. The pipel, however, also tortured, is in- 
stead sentenced to death at Buna, along with two others. Consequently, 
three gallows are erected and it is the same cumbersome process once 
again: the SS en masse, machine guns at the ready, surrounding ten thou- 
sand prisoners at a mandatory assembly. But what’s this? Elie tells us the 
SS seem more disturbed than usual. Why? Because it is no light matter to 
hang a young boy in front of thousands of spectators! The three are hanged 
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at the same time and in the same primitive manner the Italians used for the 
Libyans in 1931: by forcing them to mount chairs, placing a noose around 
their necks, then tipping the chairs over. Again the token of respect, again 
the forced march past the victims. But during this pass and review the pris- 
oners see the two adults have perished but the pipel, “being so light,” is 
still alive, struggling in his noose and experiencing a slow agony on the 
brink of death. If the SS were reluctant to begin with, what are they feeling 
now? But Elie doesn’t tell us. What he does say is that night the soup tast- 
ed of corpses. Corpses? It is a poor analogy. It also poses a strange contrast 
to the aftermath of the death of the youth from Warsaw where Elie said the 
soup tasted “excellent.” Which is less an artistic twist than a psychological 
exposé. 

It is now the eve of Rosh Hashanah, the end of summer, the last day of 
the Jewish year. Everyone is given thick soup but no one touches it. You 
would think Elie and his fellow prisoners are starving, and at other times 
they are, or he says they are, but this time they are willing to forgo their 
meal until after prayers. Thousands of Jews gather silently in the place of 
assembly, the same place as the hangings, to pray. Unlike the Jews of Exo- 
dus who felt obliged to ask Pharaoh to let them leave Egypt so they could 
worship their god elsewhere, these Jews ask nothing but to gather and pray 
uninhibited and unharmed. We are told there are the usual ten thousand, to 
include the heads of blocks, Kapos, the “functionaries of death.” And they 
are there to “Bless the Eternal...” But Elie questions this blessing. Why 
should he bless the Eternal who “had had thousands of children burned in 
His pits” (my underscore), who “kept six crematories working day and 
night, on Sundays and feast days,” and who “created Auschwitz, Birkenau, 
Buna, and so many factories of death?” Elie tells God He has betrayed 
these people, allowing them to be tortured, butchered, gassed and burned 
when previously He took action with Adam and Eve, Noah’s generation, 
and the city of Sodom. And while Elie reviles the fact the assembly is pray- 
ing to God despite these things, he does not allow himself to ponder why 
God would indeed act in those biblical instances, yet not here and now. 
Still, the reader must wonder, as might any person who does not feel God 
is God for him alone, a personal god for a chosen people. For Elie, howev- 
er, if God is not doing the Jews’ bidding then God is no longer God but 
something less to where, feeling stronger than the Almighty, Elie is now 
the accuser and God the accused. And this is curiously reminiscent of that 
passage in Exodus where Moses tells God to turn from His wrath against 
the people of Israel and repent of evil.'* More than “chutzpa,” it is blas- 
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phemy, the unbridled arrogance of a Rashkolnikov who presumes every- 
thing and becomes something less. 

It is now winter 1944. Elie and his comrades are given winter clothes, 
thicker striped shirts which the veterans nevertheless deride. Of course 
there are some people who will appreciate nothing. On Christmas and New 
Year’s there is no work and the prisoners are afforded a slightly thicker 
soup. And possibly there are some who gripe about this, too. But here Elie 
must be commended for at least telling us of these things, for we are able 
to glimpse the Germans as human, respecting the birth of Jesus and sharing 
with those less fortunate. 

Toward the middle of January, Elie’s right foot begins to bother him 
and he goes to have it examined. The examination is performed by an emi- 
nent Jewish doctor, also a prisoner. The doctor insists on an operation. If 
Elie’s time-table is correct, we know the Russians are within a week or so 
of seizing the camp, the Germans are on the verge of evacuation, but the 
Jewish doctor nevertheless proposes surgery, with no concern for hardship 
in terms of medical facilities, anesthetics, bandages, etc. Elie in fact tells us 
he is given a bed with white sheets and “the hospital was not bad at all.” In 
addition, the patients in the hospital are given good bread and thicker 
soup.'* Elie is even able to send his father some of this bread. There is a 
Hungarian Jew who is there for dysentery, mere skin and bones, but rather 
than let him die, the Germans are treating him to make him well. All the 
while, Elie has the chutzpa to again mention selections, telling us the hos- 
pital has them “more often than outside.” On hearing this, however, one 
gets the impression the true significance is that here in the hospital, with 
limited beds and large demand, only the more serious cases are able to re- 
main. If death is the purpose, why bother to treat in the first place? And yet 
despite treatment, the Hungarian Jew exclaims “Germany doesn’t need 
sick Jews”! He therefore tells Elie he should “get out of the hospital before 
the next selection!” The thought must occur to Elie that if he is being treat- 
ed, he is needed, and being a thinking person, realizes there may be a per- 
sonal motive behind the Hungarian Jew’s advice. For in fact he decides to 
stay. And good thing, too. The surgery is performed the very next day. And 
when it is over, the doctor is able to tell Elie everything is 0.k. He will now 
be allowed to remain in the hospital the next two weeks, will rest comfort- 
ably, eat well and relax his body and nerves. Not only that but he will be 
up and walking like everyone else in a fortnight. Marvelous news, no 
doubt, to a concentration camp inmate expecting death at any moment 
from selections lurking round every corner. 
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But lo, on the same day Elie gets the prognosis about his foot, comes 
word of evacuation. Not that Elie need worry, for his doctor tells him hos- 
pital patients will not be evacuated but can remain in the infirmary. Imme- 
diately, the Hungarian Jew predicts all invalids will be summarily killed, 
sent to the crematory as part of a final liquidation. What Elie doesn’t tell us 
and what the Hungarian obviously doesn’t know is that all of Birkenau’s 
crematories have already been shut down, the last being Kremas II, III, and 
V which, according to official records, ceased operating on 30 October 
1944.'° But truth doesn’t stop rumors, nor Elie’s speaking of them as if 
they might be taken seriously. Same for another rumor the camp will be 
blown up before the Russians arrive. All is belied by the fact Elie tells us 
death does not worry him. What worries him is being separated from his 
father. And this is because they had already suffered “so much,” borne “so 
much,” that now was not the time. Given what he has written earlier, one 
wonders. Why is he telling us this? But a few pages earlier, when he was 
describing the Allied bombing at Buna where his father was working, he 
was telling us despite the risk to his father he was glad about the bombing 
because it meant destruction and revenge. Now he is telling us when the 
Russians are coming he is worried about being separated from his father. 
What’s this leading up to? Elie runs in the snow on his bad foot with no 
shoe to find his father. What shall we do, he asks him? Elie is confident he 
can get the Jewish doctor to have his father entered as a patient or a nurse 
and thereby fall within the rule of allowing those in the infirmary to remain 
behind. Soft beds, nourishing food, clean sheets, and all they would have to 
do is wait for the Russians. And it is not a matter of Elie worrying about 
liquidation or the camp being blown up because he has already and to his 
credit refused believing what people saying these things have previously 
said about hospital selections.'® So rather than the soft beds, clean sheets 
and nourishing food waiting for liberation, he instead suggests he and his 
father “be evacuated with the others.” That is, he suggests, even with his 
bad foot, he and his father leave with the retreating Germans to remain 
prisoners at another camp in Germany! People have made much to do over 
this and I think they should. It is nothing less than an admission despite all 
the hubbub about cruelty and mistreatment, despite the descriptions of 
forced labor and executions, remaining with the Germans was preferable to 
all other options — including being liberated by the Russians. This is tell- 
ing. And what it tells is that the Germans may not have been so bad after 
all.” 

Elie and his comrades are given double rations of bread and margarine 
for their journey. They were also allowed to take as many shirts and other 
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clothes from the camp store. Elie in fact tells how next morning everyone 
is in multiple garments, looking like they are at a masquerade! Those who 
recognize the name Austin Burke, a Miami clothier of the 1960’s, remem- 
ber how he used to advertise men’s suits on television ads this way. Burke 
or an assistant would come on screen with multiple suits one over the oth- 
er, stripping them off as Burke would go through purple prose on the vir- 
tues of each. In the same way Elie describes these prisoners as “poor 
mountebanks, wider than they were tall, more dead than alive.” That last 
comment is perhaps necessary. Elie throws this in because it is perhaps 
beginning to look too good, because we know they are alive and on double 
rations, willing to go with the Germans. And there is even a German spirit 
in the block leader who orders only an hour before evacuation that the 
block be cleaned from top to bottom, washed in every corner, so that the 
liberating Russians will realize “there were men living here and not pigs.” 

Departing Buna, the Jews arrive at Gleiwitz, where they are hurriedly 
installed in their new barracks by the Kapos. In their haste to occupy this 
refuge, this “gateway to life’ as Elie calls it, he also describes how they 
“walked over pain-racked bodies” and “trod on wounded faces” to get in- 
side. Elie and his father are themselves victim to this, as they are thrown to 
the ground by a rolling tide of humanity. Elie finds he is now in fact crush- 
ing someone he knows, a voice from the past, and in his effort to disengage 
himself, does some mean and horrible things, e.g., digging his nails into 
others’ faces, and “biting all around.” Elie discovers it is Juliek he has been 
crushing, the boy from Warsaw who played the violin in the orchestra at 
Buna. Despite the crush, swollen feet and lack of air, it is not his own life 
Juliek is concerned for, but his violin. He’s got it with him and is afraid it 
will be broken. 

But before the conversation can continue, Elie must first extricate him- 
self. We learn he is not face down, but face up, and someone is lying on 
top of him, suffocating him to where he is now unable to breathe either 
through his nose or mouth. So again he commences to scratch, to tear with 
his nails into decayed flesh, yet to no avail. Elie thinks the man on top of 
him in fact is dead, but isn’t sure. Finally, however, he manages to dig a 
hole — a hole through the wall of dying people, a little hole through which 
to breathe. Now he calls to his father, who he knows is not far away, and 
the father, who presumably is also being crushed, answers he is “well!” 
Elie tries to sleep now, still buried but breathing, when he suddenly hears 
the sound of a violin. It is Juliek playing a fragment from a Beethoven con- 
certo. And Elie wonders, as the reader must, how when Elie was on top of 
Juliek and couldn’t budge, Juliek got out from under him to play his vio- 
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lin? What miracle allowed this? What flight of fancy? The nice thing of 
course is that it now allows Elie to trip the light fantastic about Juliek’s 
soul and how it is the bow and how the whole of his life seems to be glid- 
ing on the strings, the whole being very beautiful. But despite this beauty 
Elie again falls asleep and when he awakes this time by the light of day he 
sees Juliek opposite him, slumped over dead, his violin smashed beside 
him. And this makes for a sad if wondrous image, something Elie does 
from time to time for literary effect, even if the image defies reason. 

Moving from Gleiwitz, the prisoners continue their journey to Buchen- 
wald, where they are assembled to be counted. And wouldn’t you know 
that right next to where they are standing is the high chimney of a cremato- 
ry, although by now it hardly makes an impression. They’ve seen and sur- 
vived these things before. What really fascinates them, however, is the fact 
there are hot showers, and beds. The guards in fact have to begin striking 
the prisoners to maintain order, the prisoners crowding so to get a shower, 
but to no avail. They obviously believe it is water and not gas that will is- 
sue from those showers. Here in the heart of Germany. But now Elie’s fa- 
ther is too exhausted to stand in line. He thinks it’s the end and drags him- 
self to a snow covered hillock of dead bodies to await the end. Suddenly, 
interrupting the scene of Elie pleading with his father, of pleading with 
death itself, there is an air raid siren, the lights go out, and the guards drive 
everyone into the blocks. The prisoners are only too glad not to have to 
wait outside in the icy wind, instead letting themselves sink down onto 
beds arranged in tiers. Even the cauldrons of soup at the entrance to the 
barracks attracts no one. This reminds us of before. Where formerly they 
were starving, tearing, biting, even killing for a scrap of bread, suddenly 
food does not matter to anyone, all they want is sleep. 

And here Elie makes another of those less than laudatory revelations. 
For he tells us he has followed the crowd from where his father was resting 
at the hillock, where he pleaded with his father to arise and get himself 
washed before going to the blocks, but left him during the alert to go inside 
to sleep, not troubling with him further. The father, meanwhile, during the 
alert and after, was left outside in the snow! On the brink of death. Aban- 
doned. Only on the following day does Elie go back to look for him. This 
man, this father whose hand he held just the day before when forming up at 
Buchenwald’s assembly place, not wanting to lose him! But now he has 
already abandoned him to his fate while he slept inside and confesses as he 
goes to seek him he in fact doesn’t want to find him, instead wishing he 
could “get rid of this dead weight” so he could use all his strength to strug- 
gle for his own survival. What happened over the past 12 hours to bring 
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about this change of attitude? Elie has now rested, has been relatively com- 
fortable and has presumably nourished himself from the cauldrons of soup 
that were at the entrance to the block, but now instead of being refreshed 
and invigorated, more generous of spirit, is afflicted by avarice and lack of 
familial fidelity. He tells us he is ashamed for these thoughts, but still it is 
puzzling, if not disturbing. Now, searching for his father, he finds him at a 
block where black coffee is being served. Elie gets his father some coffee, 
asks a number of questions, then says he cannot stay long because the 
place is to be cleaned and only the sick are allowed to remain. And in the 
background we begin to comprehend it was the Germans who did what 
Elie did not, and that is get his father inside, out of the weather, where he 
could be sheltered and allowed to survive. And it is another blow, a small 
one to be sure, adding to an overall picture that the Germans have some- 
thing else in mind than a systematic plan to kill Jews, even sick ones. 

But it is near the end for the father and there is a curious description of 
him lying in his bunk laid up with dysentery, suddenly raising himself to 
whisper in Elie’s ear where to find the gold and money he buried before 
leaving their home in Sighet. Elie tries to explain this is not the end, that 
they would both return together, but the father will not listen. A trickle of 
saliva mixed with blood comes from his lips, his breath comes in gasps, 
and when a doctor arrives, Elie pleads he examine his father but the doctor 
instead insists on an office visit. When Elie brings his father, the doctor 
announces he can do nothing because it is a case of dysentery and his field 
is surgery. Returned to the barrack, another doctor comes, but Elie thinks 
this doctor is just there to “finish off” those who are sick because he hears 
him shouting that the sick are just lazy and want to stay in bed! And it is 
just an opinion the doctor wants to finish them off, although Elie tells us he 
would like to strangle the doctor! And not only the doctor but “the others.” 
In fact, he would like to burn the “whole world,” especially his father’s 
murderers. Lest we think he means only the world of the Germans, we 
learn Elie’s father is being beaten by a Frenchman and a Pole, fellow pris- 
oners who cannot stand the fact the father won’t drag himself outside to 
relieve himself. And they not only beat him, but also steal his bread! 

Elie knows his father must not drink water, that water for a person with 
dysentery is poison, but he gives it to him anyway. A week passes this 
way, however, and the father still lives. The head of the block advises Elie 
not to give the father his ration of bread and soup but to instead keep it for 
himself. He says this because it is clear the father is dying, and there is 
nothing anyone can do. So Elie holds the bread but gives his father soup, 
only the father wants water, always water, and Elie obliges. But now 
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comes an SS officer on the scene, passing the beds. And apparently this SS 
officer is disturbed at the noise Elie’s father is making begging for water. 
He tells him to be quiet, but the father continues to call Elie’s name, and 
when the father ignores the officer, the latter deals him a violent blow to 
the head with his truncheon. Elie does nothing, afraid to move, afraid he 
too will be struck. After roll call, he climbs down from his bunk to learn 
the worst, that his father’s skull is shattered. He is still alive, but barely. 
Elie stares at him for an hour, then climbs back into his bunk. At dawn 
when Elie awakes, he finds his father has been removed, replaced by 
somebody else, and naturally assumes “they must have taken him... to the 
crematory.” And if he indeed died, this is likely true, for most cases of dys- 
entery are due to micro-organisms, as is typhus, which is due to a bacillus, 
so the burning of bodies rather than their burial, is the recommended prac- 
tice. Elie laments there were no prayers and no candles, but we are shocked 
when he admits that in the depths of his being, in the recesses of his con- 
science, was the basic sentiment “free at last!” Such an expression seems 
wrong and inhuman. Compare, for example, with Henry Fonda who speaks 
these same words when carrying the limp body of Sylvia Sidney, escaping 
from a police sharpshooter who is about to pull the trigger.'* 

Let us consider the time-line for a moment. Elie gives the date of his fa- 
ther’s death as 29 January 1945. As a satellite camp to Auschwitz, we sup- 
pose Buna was evacuated approximately the same time as Auschwitz, that 
is, 18 January 1945, whereafter there was a two nights’ march to Gleiwitz, 
where the prisoners stayed for three days. Then there was a train ride to 
Buchenwald, which required “ten days, and ten nights.” Then another week 
while Elie’s father was dying of dysentery. We should now be at 9 Febru- 
ary, or later, but Elie tells us his father died during the night of 28 — 29 
January. Something is wrong here.'’ But there is something else. The father 
has dysentery while at Buchenwald and the doctors wouldn’t or couldn’t 
do anything for him. Fellow prisoners beat him and took his bread. The 
head of the block, someone sympathetic, advises Elie not to waste rations 
on the father. And finally, an SS officer finishes him off with a blow from 
his truncheon. So despite the treatment of fellow prisoners, despite dysen- 
tery and even the behavior of Elie himself, the blame comes to rest with the 
Germans. Elie wants us to see it that way. And technically he is right, but 
later he would try to establish something evil about the soul of the Ger- 
mans. There is an interesting comparison in Solzhenitsyn’s Ivan Den- 
isovich when speaking about “Shukov” (i.e., Denisovich). For he speaks of 
a Soviet warder who pricked himself on the sewing needle Shukov hid in 
his prisoner’s cap when the former snatched the cap off his head during 
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inspection. And the warder became so angry by this “he’d almost smashed 
Shukov’s head in.””° And this is not to forgive or excuse what the SS of- 
ficer did to Elie’s father but to understand that temper, violence and brut- 
ishness was as much a part of gulags as it was of concentration camps, the 
type of people these establishments required or bred, and is therefore less 
particular and more universal than one might otherwise wish to believe. 

On 5 April the prisoners are still at Buchenwald where there is an an- 
nouncement for all Jews to form at the assembly place. All the children of 
Elie’s block are made to do this, motivated by menaces from block leader 
Gustav and his truncheon. And there is fear this is finally the end. But on 
the way to the assembly place some prisoners whisper to the children to 
return to their barracks, so they won’t be shot by the Germans. “Shot” 
mind you, 600 bullets if none of them miss, 600 bullets that might be used 
to defend against the approaching Americans, but not gas or the flaming 
pit, theoretically more efficient for mass killings. The whispers come either 
from members of the camp resistance organization or those who knew 
about the plans of such an organization, plans that provide the Jews will 
not be abandoned or allowed to be liquidated. With several thousand pris- 
oners leaving the camp each day beginning 6 April, there are still some 
twenty thousand who remain on 10 April, including several hundred chil- 
dren. And on this day all are to be evacuated immediately, whereafter the 
camp is to be destroyed (Elie quotes the camp commandant as saying 
Buchenwald is to be “liquidated” but it is obvious what the term really 
means is the camp would be evacuated and destroyed). As everyone is 
massed in the huge assembly area, there is suddenly an alert and they all 
must return to their blocks. Now the evacuation is postponed until 11 
April. Elie states those present haven’t eaten for six days, save for some 
bits of grass and potato peelings. And so it is with super-herculean will- 
power, however undernourished or weakened, while the SS are again mov- 
ing the prisoners to the assembly point, the resistance rises up and after two 
hours of what must have been a very unequal battle fit for a Hollywood 
movie, is nevertheless master of the situation. The SS flee and the re- 
sistance is now in charge. And by six that evening the first American tank 
arrives. 

Once liberated, the prisoners’ first thought is not of revenge, not even of 
their families, but to seize and consume Buchenwald’s remaining provi- 
sions. The following day, approximately 14 April, some of the younger 
men make their way to Weimar to acquire more food and sleep with wom- 
en. This is not what you’d expect from starved and emaciated men ravaged 
by years of concentration camp life. The gratuitous photos we’ve seen of 
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those who were liberated doesn’t make this seem possible. But now we 
learn just three days after liberation, Elie becomes ill with food poisoning. 
Very ill, and we wonder if it is the American food or the food they stole 
from the Germans? Either way, this is puzzling, just like the stories relating 
to the outbreak of typhus at Bergen-Belsen after its liberation by the Brit- 
ish. Elie’s case is so serious he is transferred to a hospital where he spends 
the next two weeks on the brink of death. During this time he looks into a 
mirror, and what he sees is a corpse. Not simply a radically changed man 
like Yuri Zhivago after fifteen months as a doctor with the Red partisans, 
but “a corpse.” And it is just this liberty with modes of expression that de- 
fines how he has employed mystical rather than plain truth in describing 
his ordeal; how if he is pretending to be somebody else he has broken the 
rules regarding what Moshe the Beadle tried to say about entering the or- 
chard. Yet even now, while viewing “the corpse,” never could he dream 
the fame and honors that awaited when telling his story, the Nobel Peace 
Prize and the United States Congressional Gold Medal, to name but a few. 
Proving life can be good if one isn’t a corpse, but rather lives to tell the 
tale. 


Notes 


' Tt is possible that a Swedish journalist for Sydsvenska Dagbladet, researching in 


1986, misidentified Elie as one Lazar Wiesel, inmate number A-7713. True, in 
Night, Elie claims his number at Auschwitz was A-7713, but that he was also an 
only son; there is no mention of a brother named “Abraham.” Furthermore, Elie 
Wiesel would have been age 15 in 1944, whereas witness Miklos (Nikolaus) 
Griiner claims Lazar Wiesel was 31 in that same year. Was the genesis of Elie’s 
book in fact something previously written in 1955 by Lazar Wiesel? That is a 
different matter. 

Three people have investigated this: Nikolaus (Miklos) Griiner, Carlo Mattogno 
and Carolyn Yeager. Carolyn Yeager has delved into it and written about it 
most fully in several articles on her Website, “Elie Wiesel Cons the World.” 
Online: http://www.eliewieseltattoo.com. 

The distance between the neck and a leg being large, especially at close range, 
one is not surprised the Germans needed target practice. But killing babies with 
machine guns seems an absurd matter of overkill! 

By the Treaty of Trianon, signed 4 June 1920, Hungary lost Transylvania, but it 
was restored by Rumania on 30 August 1940. 

In Exodus 19:18 we find: “And Mount Sinai was wrapped in smoke, because 
the Lord descended upon it in fire; and the smoke of it went up like the smoke 
of a kiln...” Thus one might infer Madame Schachter is hallucinating about the 
presence of God. 

Regarding the SS with “tommy guns,” (Thompson submachine guns) one won- 
ders if these are a contingent of the some 50 British volunteers who allegedly 
served in the Waffen SS during the war? 
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MGM’s film The Search, released in 1948, starring Montgomery Clift, Ailene 
MacMahon (and a little Czech boy named Ivan Jandl) has a scene with a young 
girl who is speaking about her mother being “gassed” at Dachau. And later, 
there is a scene where Ivan Jandl and other displaced children are being trans- 
ported in Red Cross trucks who break free and escape the trucks because they 
smell exhaust gas and believe they are being exterminated. So the idea of gas as 
a modus operandi was already in the public mind but curiously not in Elie’s 
mind and we naturally wonder why? 

See Ernst Ludwig Ehrlich, “The Jews Did Not Want to Bring Burnt Offerings,” 
in Never Forget, Waltraud Herbstrith, Ed. (Washington: ICS Publications, 
1998), p. 129. 

I myself, when retracing the steps of Fred Leuchter in 1998, passed beneath this 
“inscription,” although by then there was no iron door, nor did there seem ever 
to have been, just a wrought-iron grill with its Gothic text slogan: Arbeit Macht 
Frei. 

Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, One Day in the Life of Ivan Denisovich (New York: 
Bantam Books, 1963), p. 17. Solzhenitsyn’s The Gulag Archipelago was begun 
in 1958, the same year Elie Wiesel’s Night was first published in France. Like 
Wiesel’s book, Solzhenitsyn’s claimed eyewitness testimony. However, Sol- 
zhenitsyn’s massive tome was also supported by the reports, memoirs, and let- 
ters of 227 fellow witnesses. Despite its mammoth undertaking as an experi- 
ment in literary investigation, covering a 38-year period (1918 — 1956) of tor- 
ture and murder by the Soviet system, Solzhenitsyn’s book did not receive a 
Nobel Peace Prize, nor was Solzhenitsyn honored with the United States Con- 
gressional Gold Medal, the Medal of Liberty, the Presidential Medal of Free- 
dom, the rank of Grand-Croix in the French Legion of Honor, nor an honorary 
Knighthood from Her Majesty, Queen Elizabeth II of Britain. 

Cited in Never Forget: Christian and Jewish Perspectives on Edith Stein, Wal- 
traud Herbstrith, OCD, Editor, translated by Susanne Batzdorff (Washington, 
D.C.: ICS Publications, 1998), p. 111. The statement is cited by Friedrich 
Georg Friedmann (in his article “Not Like That! On the Beatification of Edith 
Stein’), as taken from the third edition of Sr. Waltraud Herbstrith’s book Das 
wahre Gesicht Edith Steins. 

A “section” in the French scheme of things — Elie’s book was translated from 
the French by Stella Rodway — is equivalent to our American platoon, roughly 
50 men. Fifty men would be hard-pressed to surround ten thousand men at three 
pace intervals, unless, of course, the ten thousand were themselves hard- 
pressed! 

The exact quote from Exodus 32:12 reads: “Turn from thy fierce wrath, and 
repent of this evil against thy people.” Truly, is there anyone but Jews who pre- 
sume to tell God to repent of evil? 

In One Day in the Life of Ivan Denisovich, Solzhenitsyn mentions how “Shu- 
khov” (Ivan Denisovich) dreams of getting sick enough to go to the hospital for 
a few weeks “even if the soup they gave you was a little thin...” (ibid., p. 23). 
And this was after the war with no special rationing. 

See Anatomy of the Auschwitz Death Camp, edited by Yisrael Gutman and Mi- 
chael Berenbaum, Indiana University Press, 1994, p. 174. 
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Elie tells us at the bottom of page 78 that he would learn after the war how 
those who stayed behind were “quite simply” liberated by the Russians two 
days after the evacuation. 

Knowing scripture, possibly Elie and his father were also remembering how the 
Jews had believed themselves traduced during the sojourn in the wilderness of 
Sin, where the people of Israel murmured against Moses and Aaron saying, 
“Would that we had died by the hand of the Lord in the land of Egypt, when we 
sat by the fleshpots and ate bread to the full; for you have brought us out into 
this wilderness to kill this whole assembly with hunger” (Exodus, 16:3). Now, 
to be fed, they will go into the wilderness with the Germans, not remain accord- 
ing to their own devices and wait for the bread of the Russians. 

You Only Live Once, MGM 1937, directed by Fritz Lang. 

See especially Carolyn Yeager’s “Night # 1 and Night #2 — What Changes were 
Made and Why, Part One and Part Two.” Online: 
https://www.eliewieseltattoo.com/night- | -and-night-2—what-changes-were- 
made-and-why-part-two/ and https://www.eliewieseltattoo.com/night-1-and- 
night-2—-what-changes-were-made-and-why-part-one-2/ 

Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, One Day in the Life of Ivan Denisovich (New York: 
Bantam Books, 1963) p. 28. 
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Hitler’s Austria 1938-1945 


Popular Sentiment in the Nazi Era 


reviewed by Ezra MacVie 


Hitler’s Austria 1938-1945: Popular Sentiment in the Nazi Era, by Evan 
Burr Bukey, University of North Carolina Press, Chapel Hill, N. C., 2000, 
320 pp. 


band, sons, had fought on the losing side of the Great War, and seen 

the former Austro-Hungarian empire cut up after the war into a dozen 
or more sovereign pieces, leaving a tiny rump state behind made up of the 
former Imperial capital Vienna and neighboring Alpine regions encom- 
passing a few nearby towns a fraction of the capital’s size. The fate of 
Hungary was quite similar, while the fate of co-lingual Germany to the 
north was far less drastic, leaving a Germanic “big brother” that retained a 
good deal of its previous potentialities among nations. If you were under 
forty, your parents and grandparents had witnessed these events, and they, 
along with your teachers, bosses, and mentors, had ineluctably conveyed to 
you a visceral awareness of these changes they had experienced. 

You had undergone the straitening effects of the blockade by the victo- 
rious Allies that extended beyond the War well into 1919 and particularly 
if you lived, as most Austrians did, in Vienna, you noted the great influx of 
refugees — Jews dominant among them — from areas to the east that had 
suddenly been stripped of the protections of minorities enforced from the 
defunct Imperial court in the capital. You may even have seen them as ag- 
gravating the privations you were already experiencing before their arrival, 
that extended after the War even, as you might have supposed, to the pre- 
sent year of 1938. If you paid attention to such matters, you were even 
aware that the terms imposed by the Allies upon both Germany and Austria 
for relief from the wartime strictures that the Allies had maintained long 
past the armistice included the prohibition of a union of Austria with its big 
Germanic brother to the north. 

But then, in 1933, you likely had noticed the ascent to power in the 
government of Germany of a native son of Austria, one Adolf Hitler, born 
just this side of the border in Braunau am Inn, to parents quite as Austrian 
as the others who inhabited the tiny remnant of the former Hapsburg he- 
gemony. This Hitler was not only Austrian, having spent major portions of 


[: 1938, if you were an Austrian over forty, you, or your brothers, hus- 


202 VOLUME 4, NUMBER 2 


his youth in Linz and Vienna, but his National Socialist Workers’ Party 
even set about very openly repressing the Jewish minority in Germany, 
which was far less obtrusive there than it was in Vienna and thus, in all the 
national affairs of Austria. Hitler’s party, in fact, had its Austrian cousin, 
and along with union with “the rest” of Germania, this party advocated — 
occasionally brutally — repression of Those Jews who had attained such 
prominence in both the affairs, professions, and even the neighborhoods of 
Vienna. And these Fascists, of course, constituted by far the most-powerful 
resistance to a scourge that appeared to draw its own potency from among 
those very Jews, communism. 

This, in compressed form, is the setting from which Evan Burr Bukey 
explores the Anschluss, the incorporation of Austria into the Third Reich, 
that Hitler effected in May 1938 by ordering the German Army to march 
across its border with Austria to face cheering throngs throwing flowers 
and kisses in their path. He continues his analysis from the antecedents of 
this event all the way to the end of the Second War, to the point at which 
Austria, in common with Germany, was invaded and conquered from both 
east and west by the onrushing Allies. His study is nuanced, imbued with 
what seems a profound understanding of the contexts experienced by the 
many actors in the drama, and on every point, scrupulously detached in a 
way that exemplifies the very highest ideals of academic inquiry. 

Testimony to his rigor might be inferred (or, might be doubted) from 
the fact that this book proudly bears on its back cover the inscription, 
“Winner of the 2000 National Jewish Book Award, Holocaust Category, 
Jewish Book Council.” Close reading of its content, however, powerfully 
yields the conclusion that Bukey has portrayed the vast and complex waves 
of emotion and reaction that swept across the populace of Austria from 
1938 to 1945 in as fair, yet informative, a manner as can be imagined in 
these times that are still so charged with emotion and outright connivance 
regarding what was said, thought, and done — and by whom, and to whom 
— in those times and places. 

Bukey’s task was made harder — inestimably harder — not only by the 
detritus of wartime propaganda that still today grossly distorts the public’s 
understanding and feelings regarding the actors in the story, but by the stu- 
pendous destruction of both witnesses and records that the events encom- 
passed and by the various forms of repression subsequently visited and 
maintained on those who had survived the events. Accordingly, the au- 
thor’s sources tend in the main not to be eyewitnesses, neither named nor 
anonymous, but rather, reports filed and remaining intact to the present 
from officials both visible and covert whose job it was to monitor public 
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feeling in Austria and convey information about it to government head- 
quarters, chiefly in Berlin. While this approach could be seen as limiting 
the scope of discovery in certain ineffable ways, it can at the same time be 
seen as capturing an objectivity at least on the present scholar’s part that 
would seem hard to match via any other possible approach. 

The result, while virtually irreproachable from an evidential standpoint, 
is anything but dry — rather, it is credible. The author’s insights, while 
measured and subtle, imbue the result with a momentum and urgency that 
approach those of a rousing mystery novel, for all that every reader already 


Adolf Hitler in Vienna with Arthur SeyB-Inquart, 1938. 
Bundesarchiv, Bild 119-5243 / CC-BY-SA [CC-BY-SA- 
3.0-de (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by- 
sa/3.0/de/deed.en)], via Wikimedia Commons 


204 VOLUME 4, NUMBER 2 


knows how the story ends. Exactly how, by what path, the Austrian people 
got to the end is the compelling thrust of the account. 

That path, of course, was different for every Austrian, and while Bukey 
does not, as more-popular authors sometimes do, trace the entire arc of ex- 
perience for any individual real or imagined, he nonetheless provides a 
“branching” of viewpoints that always exists among populations as varie- 
gated as that of 1930s Austria was. He identifies and describes factions, 
interests, and perspectives as they must have existed among the various 
communities constituted by the people who inhabited the territory of Aus- 
tria in the period in question, even to the extent of including prisoners of 
war, concentration-camp inmates, and German refugees in Austria from the 
Allied bombing campaigns that affected particularly western Germany so 
much more than Austria during the course of the war. 

He arrives at certain conclusions, which seem to arise not so much from 
the author’s special understandings as from the content itself, and these 
number two. 

First, the modal animosity of Austrians against Jews was greater, even, 
than that found or aroused among the people of Germany of the time. Rea- 
sons for this arise from the material itself; Bukey finds little need to ex- 
plore the question explicitly. 

Second, while the Austrians’ devotion to the National Socialist Party 
waxed and waned during the period in question along with their sanguinity 
regarding Germany’s quest for Lebensraum at the time, the faith most Aus- 
trians put in their native son in Berlin seems to have held steady in a way 
conspicuously at variance with their other inclinations. Reasons for this 
would seem ineluctable — sheer desperation comes to the fore, at least in 
this reader’s mind. Hitler’s mystique seems to have had more power in 
Austria even than it had in the country whose government he gained con- 
trol of in 1933. 

This book may be the definitive study of the Fithrer’s reception in the 
country where his birthplace happened to be. For anyone interested in that 
subject, this book is not only indispensable, but it may even be exhaustive. 
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EDITORIAL 


Imprisoned at Ellis Island 
Richard A. Widmann 


lamation 6398 to recognize National Ellis Island Day. His procla- 


(): December 23, 1991, President George H. W. Bush issued proc- 
mation began:! 


“The ethnic diversity that we so proudly celebrate in the United States 
mirrors our rich heritage as a Nation of immigrants. ‘Here is not mere- 
ly a Nation,’ wrote Walt Whitman, ‘but a teeming nation of nations. 
[...] Here is the hospitality which forever indicates heroes.’ One of the 
greatest symbols of American hospitality stands at Ellis Island in Upper 
New York Bay.” 


Bush went on to call America’s history, “a story of immigrants.” Indeed, 
according to the Ellis Island Website, “Ellis Island is the symbol of Ameri- 
can immigration and the immigrant experience.” There can be no doubt 
that Ellis Island has become a part of the contemporary American mythos. 
There is an incredible irony however about this symbol of hospitality and 
liberty — Ellis Island was used as a detention center for Germans and Ital- 
ians during the Second World War. 

In a stark example of inconvenient history, an investigation into the use 
and function of the facility at Ellis Island undoubtedly results in critical 
questions about our freedoms, our conduct of war, and even the treatment 
of ethnic and religious minorities by Americans. 

Ellis Island, a small island in New York Harbor, was designated as the 
site of the first Federal immigration station by President Benjamin Harri- 
son in 1890.* It officially opened its doors on January 1, 1892. Ellis Island 
became the nation’s premier federal immigration station. It remained in 
operation until 1954. During this time, the station processed over 12 mil- 
lion immigrant steamship passengers. The island was made part of the 
Statue of Liberty National Monument in 1965, and has hosted a museum of 
immigration since 1990.° The main building was restored after 30 years of 
abandonment and opened as a museum on September 10, 1990.° 

During the 1940s however, Ellis Island served another purpose — it was 
the location of an internment camp that held about 8,000 German, Italian, 
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and Japanese U.S. citizens, natu- 
ralized citizens, and resident for- 
eigners.’ Ellis Island also served 
as a way station for those being 
transferred to and from other in- 
ternment camps and for those 
awaiting deportation, repatriation, 
or expatriation.® At the time, Ellis 
Island was the perfect prison — 
easily guarded and reachable only 
by boat. 

While the story of the intern- 
ment of Japanese-Americans has 
become more widely known, it 
remains a largely untold tale that 
Germans and Italians were in- 
terned in at least forty-six loca- 
tions in the United States during 
World War Two including Ellis 4 - 

Island.? Immigrants view the Statue of Liberty 
from Ellis Island. National Archives 
photo. Public domain. 


The majority of aliens arrested 
in New York and New Jersey 
were first taken to Ellis Island. 
According to a 2003 New York Times article:'° 


“Letters show that the Attorney General’s office expected to arrest 600 
people from New York and 200 from New Jersey per month and hold 
them on Ellis Island. On Dec. 8, 1941, the day after the [Pearl Harbor] 
attack, the roundup began. Internees were housed in the baggage and 
dormitory building behind the Great Hall.” 


The Ellis Island Reception center held people whose loyalty was in ques- 
tion. Of those interned, there was evidence that some had pro-Axis sympa- 
thies. Many others were interned based on weak evidence or unsubstantiat- 
ed accusations of which they were never told or had little power to refute. 
During the first two years of the war, Ellis Island was used primarily as a 
transit and holding camp. By January 1943, the population of German in- 
ternees had stabilized at about 350 enemy aliens and their dependents. Up- 
on arrival prisoners would have their clothes replaced with a pair of Amer- 
ican army shoes, khaki socks, shirt, and underwear. 
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Ties ee 
Internment Camp at Crystal City, Texas. Japanese, 
Germans, and Italians were rounded up and transferred 
to dozens of US camps including this one. Public 

domain. 


How Did this Come to Pass? 


In 1940, the Alien Registration Act was passed requiring all aliens aged 14 
and older to register with the US government. On Dec. 7, 1941, pursuant to 
the Alien Enemy Act of 1798, Roosevelt issued three Presidential Procla- 
mations 2525-2526 and 2527 branding German, Italian and Japanese na- 
tionals as enemy aliens, authorizing internment and travel and property 
ownership restrictions. A blanket presidential warrant authorized U.S. At- 
torney General Francis Biddle to have the FBI arrest a large number of 
“dangerous enemy aliens” based on the Custodial Detention Index. Hun- 
dreds of German aliens were arrested by the end of the day. The FBI raided 
many homes and hundreds more were detained before war was declared on 
Germany on December 11.12 

On January 14, 1942, the Attorney General issued regulations pursuant 
to Presidential Proclamations 2525-2527 and 2537 requiring application 
for and issuance of certificates of identification to all “enemy aliens” aged 
14 and older and outlining restrictions on their movement and property 
ownership rights. Approximately one million enemy aliens reregistered, 
including 300,000 German-born aliens, the second largest immigrant group 
at that time. Applications were forwarded to the Department of Justice’s 
Alien Registration Division and the FBI. Any change of address, employ- 


210 VOLUME 4, NUMBER 3 


ment or name had to be reported to the FBI. Enemy aliens were prohibited 
from entering federally designated restricted areas. If enemy aliens violated 
these or other applicable regulations, they were subject to “arrest, detention 
and internment for the duration of the war.”'* 

U.S. President Franklin D. Roosevelt issued the now infamous Execu- 
tive Order 9066 on February 19, 1942 authorizing the Secretary of War to 
prescribe certain areas as military zones. Eventually, EO 9066 cleared the 
way for the incarceration of Japanese Americans, as well as Italian Ameri- 
cans and German Americans in internment camps. In total, 10,905 people 
of German ancestry were interned, along with 3,278 people of Italian an- 
cestry not counting spouses and children who voluntarily joined intern- 
iseg WANS 

While the United States has officially apologized for its treatment of 
Japanese-Americans for their relocation and imprisonment during the war, 
we are apparently reluctant to apologize to the German and Italian intern- 
ees. President Gerald Ford rescinded Executive Order 9066 on February 
19, 1976. In 1980, President Jimmy Carter signed legislation to create the 
Commission on Wartime Relocation and Internment of Civilians 
(CWRIC). The CWRIC was appointed to conduct an official governmental 
study of Executive Order 9066, related wartime orders, and their impact on 
Japanese Americans in the West. 

In December 1982, the CWRIC issued its findings in Personal Justice 
Denied, concluding that the wholesale incarceration of Japanese Americans 
had not been justified by military necessity. The report determined that the 
decision to incarcerate was based on “race prejudice, war hysteria, and a 
failure of political leadership.” The Commission recommended legislative 
remedies consisting of an official apology and redress payments of $20,000 
to each of the survivors; a public education fund was set up to help ensure 
that this would not happen again (Public Law 100-383). 

On November 21, 1989, President Bush signed an appropriation bill au- 
thorizing payments to be paid out between 1990 and 1998. In 1990, surviv- 
ing internees began to receive individual redress payments and a letter of 
apology. This bill only applied to the Japanese Americans. German Ameri- 
cans and other European Americans received neither the apology nor the 
recompense. '° 

While there was no evidence of a military necessity for the incarcera- 
tion of German, Italian, or Japanese Americans during World War Two, 
we are faced with a similar situation today, only this time with Arab and 
Muslim internees. President Obama came into office in 2009 promising to 
shut down the Guantanamo Bay detention camp and end the extra-judicial 
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system that President George W. Bush had created to imprison terrorist 
suspects without trial, often without even filing charges. 

On New Year’s Eve 2011, President Obama signed his name to the Na- 
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012. Buried in this act 
are provisions that appear to allow indefinite military detention of Ameri- 
can terrorism suspects, and to require it of suspected foreign enemies. The 
Obama administration insists the law merely codifies existing standards, 
but its strong supporters and vehement opponents are sure it does much 
more, legally enshrining for the first time in 60 years the authority to hold 
citizens without trial.!” 

Americans like to think of the Second World War in strict terms of 
good and evil. It is difficult to consider that our political leadership was 
making decisions based on “race prejudice” and “war hysteria.” And yet 
that was the determination of the CWRIC. When will the lessons of the 
past be applied to contemporary political events? When will we realize that 
the Greatest Generation was not so different from our own — complete with 
blemishes and warts. It is quite simple to criticize and attack the actions of 
the vanquished — long-dead enemies and regimes. It is far more difficult to 
acknowledge that history is always written by the victors. 
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PAPERS 


Count Potocki de Montalk and the Katyn Manifesto 
K.R. Bolton 


ers against the Axis, any mention of the atrocities and aggression 

of the Soviet Union was considered to be seditious and liable to 
place the exponent of such ideas on the black list of suspected “collabora- 
tors” and “fifth columnists.” Hence, what eventually became the most in- 
famous of the Soviet atrocities during World War II, the so-called “Katyn 
Massacre” of 15,000 Polish Army officers at Katyn Forest by the Soviet 
invaders in 1940,' was prohibited from discussion. Among the first in an 
Allied state to defy this censorship and risk the consequences was a highly 
eccentric New Zealand-born poet and claimant to the throne of Poland, 
Geoffrey Potocki de Montalk, who was residing in England during the 
war.” 

Potocki was, in contrast to most of the others of the New Zealand litera- 
ti, decidedly of the “Right,” and in particular he was a Royalist.* His oppo- 
sition to Communism brought him closer to sympathy for Germany during 
World War II, and although his loyalty was to the Poland of his noble an- 
cestors, whence his claim to the Throne, he demanded a negotiated peace 
with Germany with the expectation that a result might be the return of Po- 
land’s territorial integrity. Despite this pro-German orientation, Potocki 
enjoyed the confidence of Poles in exile in England during the war. 


A t the time when the USSR was fighting alongside the Allied pow- 


Allied Cover-Up 


When on April 13, 1943 German radio announced the finding of mass 
graves of Polish officers in Katyn forest, near Smolensk, the Allies knew 
the Soviets were responsible. Prime Minister Churchill had believed from 
the start that the Russians had been guilty at Katyn, and wrote of his feel- 
ings long afterward.* The British ambassador to Poland, Owen O’Malley, 
reported when the discovery was first made, his view of Soviet guilt, writ- 
ing in a report that “we have, in fact, perforce used the good name of Eng- 
land to cover up the massacre.”” 
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French Ambassador Fernand de Brinon visits the place of the mass 

murder in the forest of Katyn accompanied by German officers. April 
1943. 

Bundesarchiv, Bild 183-J15385 / CC-BY-SA [CC-BY-SA-3.0-de 

(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/de/deed.en)], via 


Wikimedia Commons 


“But such views could not be admitted to the people in wartime, and 
O’Malley’s messages were kept secret until the official records were 
opened thirty years later. The governments of Britain and the United 
States proclaimed at the time of the German discovery that it was all a 
monstrous lie.” 


The British ambassador in Moscow also considered Katyn to be Russia’s 
responsibility, and that the Soviet break with the Polish government-in- 
exile over the matter had been done to cover up their guilt.” The only Al- 
lied newspaper to carry the story about Katyn from the start and to doubt 
the Soviet protests of German guilt was the Chicago Tribune. The other 
major press ignored the story as far as possible, before adopting the line 
that it was German propaganda.’ On April 20, 1943, the Allied press took 
up the Soviet line that the Polish Government-in-exile was in collusion 
with Germany in blaming the USSR for Katyn. Time claimed that the Poles 
had “promptly remembered” that the Polish officers had been missing for 
three years, and that the Germans had “planted” the story.? The USSR 
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made this a pretext for breaking off diplomatic relations with the Polish 
exile government based in England.!° 


Potocki 


Churchill had pressured General Wladislaw Sikorski, prime minister of the 
Polish government-in-exile, to withdraw a request for a Red Cross inquiry 
into the massacre.'' However the Germans established their own commis- 
sion of inquiry, which included representatives from the Polish under- 
ground, a Polish medical team, and scientists and medical men from twelve 
occupied and neutral countries, including Switzerland. '” 

Despite the high-level Allied pressure, the Polish government-in-exile 
charged that 15,000 Polish soldiers and civilians captured by the Russians 
were missing.’ The Washington Post even ridiculed the Polish govern- 
ment-in-exile as being composed of “reactionary and feudal” individuals, 
although most, states Colby, had working-class or peasant backgrounds."* 

On Easter Day 1983, Geoffrey Potocki de Montalk, writing from Swit- 
zerland, reissued his 1943 “Katyn Manifesto,” with a preface, and entitled 
these combined documents the “Second Katyn Manifesto,” in reaction to 
a letter that had been published in The Press, Christchurch, New Zealand, 
stating that Katyn had been committed by the Germans. 

The Polish government-in-exile in regard to Katyn was only permitted 
to publish the facts about Katyn in Polish, therefore leaving the English- 
speaking public unaware of the Soviet responsibility for the massacre. It 
fell to Potocki to correct this. 

Writing his preface in 1983 to the “Katyn Manifesto” that Potocki had 
distributed forty years earlier, he recounted that he was “the only person 
during the war to print and publish the facts in England in English, in Our 
Katyn Manifesto on 13th May 1943...”!° Potocki held the “English gov- 
ernment of the time and their Polish lackeys, the so-called Polish govern- 
ment in exile,” to have been complicit in the Katyn cover-up. “The English 
authorities did everything in their power to prevent the Poles from hiring a 
hall to discuss the situation,” but the Roman Catholic Church “broke this 
boycott” and permitted the use of Westminster Cathedral for a public meet- 
ing. The authorities were also unable to prevent the hire of Caxton Hall, 
where a meeting on Katyn was attended by Potocki in “velvet cap and sil- 
ver white Eagle,” “scowling” because of the failure of the meeting to have 
played the Polish anthem." Potocki continues:!” 


INCONVENIENT HISTORY 215 


“No one in the Kingdom except Ourself''®! printed anything of the truth 
about Katyn in English: but the Poles were allowed to print all details 
in Polish (that is, after Dr Goebbels’s broadcast, 13 April, not before) 
because the English government, being as cunning as they are unwise, 
could realize that no one could read it except Poles (who knew the truth 
only too well) and a few spies: and it would and did give the numerous 
Poles in exile the totally false impression that their so-called govern- 
ment in exile was genuine from a Polish point of view, when in reality 
they were nothing but a group of highly paid lackeys of the English Se- 
cret Service.” 


Potocki continued in his scathing attitude towards the compliance of the 
Polish government-in-exile, calling them “slaves,” “who had sold their 
souls for money and for prestige,” for not having printed a word in English 
about Katyn “to alert the more honest English.””° He was contemptuous of 
their cowardice, asking “what of it” if they might have been jailed for pub- 
lishing an expose, as he — “the Claimant of the Polish Throne” — and his 
“inoffensive French wife” had been. As for the possibility of a Katyn ex- 
pose prejudicing the war, “what of it?” he asked again. 

Potocki had a lifelong involvement with printing limited-edition book- 
lets of his poetry and manifestos on many issues, including a journal called 
Right Review, which he continued to print sporadically for decades after 
the war. Just as he had circumvented censorship on some of his more ris- 
qué poetry, he printed the “Katyn Manifesto” on his own press, thereby, 
“not asking the permission of any English nobody to publish anything.””! 

In May 1943 Potocki printed thousands of copies of the “Katyn Mani- 
festo,” addressed as a “Proclamation to the English, the Poles, the Germans 
and the jews” (sic).”” 

Potocki had shortly before sought out the opinion of the Duke of Bed- 
ford, a proponent of a negotiated peace with Germany, in regard to ru- 
mours circulating among Polish exiles about the execution of thousands of 
Poles by the Soviet invaders, which had allegedly taken place in 1940. 
Bedford replied:” 


“Your Majesty 

At the moment I am not quite sure where, by reason of my unpopularity, 
I should really be able to do much to help the Polish cause... What you 
say is confirmed by what more than one friend has told me of conversa- 
tions with Poles in the Country. Very many seem to hate and fear Rus- 
sia, even more than they hate and fear Germany, and consider that the 
Russian treatment of Polish prisoners has been more ruthless. Consid- 
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erably more than a year ago a Polish officer told a friend of mine that 
the Russians had kept alive the private soldiers among the prisoners 
captured, but all the officers had disappeared and he believed that they 
had been murdered. The statement in the German propaganda seems 
now to confirm his supposition in a rather sinister fashion. 

Yours very truly, Bedford.” 


Stephanie de Montalk , writing the biography of her cousin sixty years lat- 
er, recounts in a chapter entitled “Katyn” that the Count had told her that, 
“On 4 May 1943, Poles in London had requested Potocki’s help in expos- 
ing the atrocity.””* Stephanie de Montalk states that on May 13th thousands 
of copies were run off Potocki’s platen press and he went up to London 
and handed out the manifesto, with the help of Poles.” 

Potocki was soon placed under surveillance, questions were asked in 
Parliament, and he was attacked by the press, including the Communist 
Party’s Daily Worker, which described the manifesto as “poisonous 
filth,’ calling Potocki a “crazy Fascist Count.” It was at this time that 
Potocki was jailed for “insufficient black-out,””’ recalling that he arrived at 
the jail “dressed like Richard II.”*8 After release he was ordered by the 
Ministry of Labour to serve six months in an agricultural camp in North- 
umberland, which he attended as a preference to conscription, adorned 
with his royal attire. After a month he told the camp manager he was leav- 
ing, and went. 


Katyn Manifesto 


Potocki’s “Katyn Manifesto” shows the extent to which the facts were 
known by the Poles in exile. Potocki in printing the manifesto for wide dis- 
tribution also took the opportunity to announce his plan for a post-war set- 
tlement. This served as a preamble to the Katyn material, beginning:*° 


“We have consulted a fair number of Poles in London including some 
of considerable importance and our finding is that they are unanimous 
in holding that the Bolsheviks” and not the Germans, murdered the 
Polish officers at Katyn (and many other Poles as well). We have been 
asked by certain of the Poles we have talked with, to use our influence 
as a half English Pole to insist that the English look at the facts in the 
face and recognize that it was the Bolsheviks who committed this loath- 
some crime.” 


Potocki was irritated by the insistence of Poles — presumably the govern- 
ment-in-exile — that he should not publish anything that would “annoy the 
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soviets,” (surely an impossible task if one is exposing the Katyn Massacre) 
or to “harm the cause of Poland,” Potocki explaining: “by which they 
plainly mean (“the cause of Poles in England”) and in particular we have 
been begged 1. not to claim any soviet territory and 2. not to demand sev- 
erance of diplomatic relations with the USSR.”*! To Potocki the requests 
were short-sighted and cowardly, and failed to take account of the 
“30,000,000 Poles in Poland, beside the generations of Poles yet unborn!,” 
stating:°*? 


“We cannot see how the soviets can be regarded otherwise than as the 
worst possible, and most irreductible enemy of Poland; a soviet Poland 
would be the same as no Poland and a Poland with a powerful soviet 
neighbour would live in misery and fear and would be in perpetual risk 
of ultimate liquidations. 

Not only the English, but the Poles in England, must look the facts in 
the face. We wish to know why the bolsheviks may claim Polish lands, 
while the Poles may not claim lands formerly stolen from Poland by 
Russians and why the bolsheviks may break off diplomatic relations 
with Polish officials and these Poles may not retaliate.” 


Potocki next listed his plan for the post-war reorganization of Europe as it 
related mainly to Poland and the USSR, reflecting primarily his Royalist 
principles, beginning with the declaration that there is “no such thing as 
soviet land. Russian land belongs to the Tsar.” The lands that are claimed 
as “soviet” are “fundamentally Polish,” including those further East, which 
are “fiefs of the Polish crown.” Potocki stated that diplomatic relations 
with the USSR are unacceptable for any “civilized government” and 
doubted the “sanity” of the Germans in regard to the former Russo-German 
Pact. His final point was that the defeat of England and Poland in the war 
would be better “from every point of view, whether spiritual or material,” 
than a victory over Germany won “in common with the USSR.” * After 
this four-point plan, he listed the “facts about Katyn,” which follow verba- 
tim:°> 


1. Though the USSR occupied half Poland on the pretence of “saving” the 
Poles from the Germans, they took away vast quantities of the popula- 
tion, terrorised the remainder, and, according to the “Red Star” (17th 
Sept. 1940) treated 181,000 soldiers as prisoners of war, including 
about 10,000 officers. 

2. According to proofs in the hands of the Polish administration in Lon- 
don, in November 1939 the great concentration camps were organised. 
At the beginning of 1940, the soviet authorities informed the prisoners 
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that the camps were to be liquidated, so that they would be able to re- 
turn home. For this purpose lists were made. At the time there were in 
the camps:- 


— At Kozielsk 5000, of whom 4500 were officers. 

— At Starobielsk 3920, all officers except about 100 civilians. Nearly 
400 were doctors. 

— At Otaszké6w 6570, of whom 380 were officers, the rest largely po- 
lice. 


3. On the 5th April 1940 the liquidation of the camps began, and every 
few days from 60 to 300 persons were taken away. From Kozielsk they 
were taken in the direction of Smolensk. 

4. According to the Polish-soviet pacts of 30th July 1941 and 14th August 
1941, a Polish army was to be formed and it was taken for granted that 
the above-mentioned officers would form the cadres. By the end of Au- 
gust no officers had turned up from Kozielsk, Starobielsk, or Otaszkéw, 
except 400 prisoners who had been removed to Griazowiec, and some 
who had been removed to common prisons. In all 8300 officers were 
missing, besides 7000 petty officers, soldiers, and civilians from these 
three camps. 

5. On the 6th October 1941 the Polish Ambassador Kot and General An- 
ders applied to the soviet authorities to know what had become of them, 
and were informed by Wyszinski, Deputy People’s Commissar for For- 
eign Affairs, that all prisoners of war had been liberated and therefore 
were free. 

6. In October and November Ambassador Kot repeatedly took up with 
“Stalin”, Molotoff, and Wyszinski, the question of these prisoners and 
demanded copies of the lists, which had been carefully prepared by the 
soviets. 

7. On the 3rd December General Sikorski took up the matter at Moscow in 
conversation with “Stalin”, and in view of the failure of the soviet offi- 
cials to supply copies of their lists. Handed to “Stalin” a partial list of 
3845 names put together by some of their fellow-prisoners. “Stalin” as- 
sured Sikorski that they had all been set free. An additional list of 800 
names was handed to “Stalin” by General Anders on the 18th March 
1942, but not a single one of these men reached the Polish Army. 

8. Count Raczynski also took the matter up with “Ambassador” Bo- 
gomolow, who, in a note dated 13th March 1942, once more assured 
that all the prisoners, whether civil or military, had been freed. 
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9. Neither the Polish administration in London, nor the Polish ambassador 
in Russia, has ever received any answer as to the whereabouts of the of- 
ficers and other prisoners removed from these three camps aforemen- 
tioned. 


These facts were mainly translated from the Dziennik Polski, and were 
confirmed to us personally by a high Polish official. In these circumstances 
how can any person in his right mind accept the Bolshevik version, to the 
effect that “the Germans did it’? 

We are not aware that the Germans have ever, in their history, done 
such a thing, whereas the soviets have printed boasts of equally wicked 
crimes. 

How is it the USSR have only now discovered, after the German an- 
nouncement, that these prisoners were sent to work at Smolensk and were 
captured by the Germans? 

Neither Poland, nor England, have any right to be allied to such a gov- 
ernment. 

It is high time for a negotiated Peace, in which we hope the Germans 
will be persuaded to display a proper regard for the rights of Poland. Po- 
land and Hungary to be united according to our map'*4! (with possible con- 
cessions to the Germans); the jews to be helped if they will even at this late 
hour repent and behave themselves; the Tsar to be restored in Russia and 
the King in France. 


Inconvenient Poles 


The betrayal of Poland by the USA and Britain to the USSR was a standing 
embarrassment and the public could not be permitted to compare this to the 
acclaimed war aims of the Allies, and specifically Britain’s ostensible rea- 
son for declaring war on Germany over the Polish issue. Katyn had to be 
put down the “Memory Hole.” 

One of the most ignoble actions of Britain towards Poland came after 
the war when the official Victory Parade was held in London on June 8th 
1946. Bernard Smith, (whose book carries a foreword by Irena R Anders, 
widow of Lieutenant General W Anders, commander of the free Polish 
Army) states that “the Polish forces, who had been the first in Europe to 
fight the Germans, were not asked to take part” in the Victory Parade. 
Twenty-five airmen, representing the Polish crews who had played a sig- 
nificant part in the Battle of Britain, were invited to take part, but refused, 
because of the ban on the participation of the Polish Army.* Even in 1976, 
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the British Government would not send a representative to attend the un- 
veiling of the Katyn Memorial in London and, moreover, members of the 
armed forces were forbidden to attend in uniform.*” Such an enduring atti- 
tude towards the Poles and Poland by Britain begs the question, which 
vested interests do not want asked: was the declaration of war on Germany 
in 1939, supposedly in defence of Poland, no more than a pretext for going 
to war, and was intended to hide wider issues? 

The facts bought out by Potocki to the English-speaking public in 1943 
were not conceded by the USSR until 1990. Stephanie de Montalk, in writ- 
ing the biography of her cousin, states that when he told her about the 
Katyn Massacre in 1983, i.e., the year that he republished the “Katyn Man- 
ifesto,” she had “regarded his account with some scepticism,” stating that 
her own efforts at finding out about Katyn were “inconclusive.”** She 
writes, citing what Potocki told her in 1983:°° 


“Tt was not until June 1995 that I discovered from reports in the press 
the wartime intelligence reports, sealed for fifty years after the war, 
confirmed not only the full horror of the atrocity, but also Potocki’s be- 
lief at the time that the British Government had been aware of the mas- 
sacre. The official line had been ‘to pretend that the whole affair had 
been a fake’ and that the Government had believed: ‘this is obviously 
the most convenient attitude to adopt, and, if adopted consistently 
enough, will doubtless receive universal acceptance.’ The reason was 
that ‘any other view would have been most distasteful to the public 
since it could be inferred that we were allied to a power guilty of the 
same sort of atrocities as the Germans.’ The Soviet Union had also em- 
phatically denied Germany’s assertions that it was responsible for the 
massacre, and continued to do so until 1990, when KGB archives re- 
vealed irrefutable evidence that it had been carried out on the direct 
orders of Stalin.” 


While British reluctance to disclose the facts seems to have been as persis- 
tent as that of the USSR, the US Congress initiated an enquiry in Septem- 
ber 1951. The US authorities had known of the Katyn Massacre in 1943, as 
two American prisoners of war had been among the team taken by the 
Germans to inspect the execution site at Katyn Forest. The senior officer, 
Colonel John H. Van Vliet, handed a report on the matter to Major General 
Clayton Bissell, assistant chief of staff in charge of Army Intelligence, in 
May 1945. This was suppressed and Van Vliet was ordered to stay quiet. 
Van Vliet prepared a second report in 1950. The Congressional enquiry 
concluded that the report had been removed or destroyed. The Congres- 
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sional investigation took two years, heard 81 witnesses, and unanimously 
found that the Poles had been murdered by the Soviets in the spring of 
1940. The number of bodies found at Katyn Forest only amounted to 
4,143, who had been prisoners at the Kozielsk camp, yet the committee 
concluded that the total number of Poles taken from the camps and execut- 
ed amounted to approximately 15,400.*° Potocki’s publication in 1943 of 
the estimate of “8300 officers [...] besides 7000 petty officers, soldiers, 
and civilians from these three camps,”"' had been accurate. 

Why had the USA reversed its position on the Katyn cover-up from 
1950 while the British authorities remained mute? Firstly, the primary rea- 
son advanced for Britain’s having declared war on Germany was over the 
issue of Polish sovereignty, and the myth had to be maintained that the 
USSR had been invading “liberators,” otherwise British duplicity would 
become apparent. Secondly, the USA had entered the war for reasons other 
than Poland, and in the post-1945 world Stalin had become the “new Hit- 
ler,” much like today any number of US obstacles to global hegemony — 
such as Saddam Hussein or Milosevic — are transformed into “new Hit- 
lers.” Rather than a “new world order,” as it is now called, emerging in the 
aftermath of World War II, in which the old empires would be eliminated 
in the spirit of “free trade,”** and the USSR would serve as a junior partner 
in a US-dominated post-war world, Stalin rebuffed the USA’s overtures 
and he ceased being “Uncle Joe.” Specifically, the USSR had rejected the 
two foundations for a US-dominated world order: 


— The USSR rejected the American plan for the United Nations General 
Assembly to serve as a world parliament, in which the USSR would be 
out-voted, and instead insisted that authority be vested with the UN Se- 
curity Council, with member states having the right to veto any deci- 
sion; thereby making the United Nations Organization null and void as 
a potential basis for a world government, and 

— The USSR rejected the “Baruch Plan” for the “internationalisation” of 
nuclear energy under UN auspices, which the USSR again regarded as 
giving de facto authority to the USA.“ 


As Benjamin Colby comments in relation to Katyn and the new post-war 
world situation: 


“Tt was not until the United States found itself fighting a war in Korea 
against an army trained, equipped and supplied by Russia, that an offi- 
cial effort was made to reveal the facts of Katyn. At long last the white- 
wash was to be stripped away.” 
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Katyn could now be used as Cold War propaganda against the USA’s for- 
mer wartime ally. As for the Soviet Union’s eventual admission of guilt in 
1990, this was a time when the new rulers of Russia embarked on an alto- 
gether different path: that of de-sovietising the USSR,* dismantling the 
Warsaw Bloc, and bringing Russia into the type of “brave new world’’*° 
that Stalin had rejected in 1945. The release of the facts about Katyn was 
serving a new political agenda in Russia, just as their suppression had 
served an agenda of a different type during World War II. Katyn shows 
that, like the recent and present allegations of “war crimes” in Kosovo and 
Syria respectively, such allegations are publicized or suppressed selective- 
ly, in the cynical pursuit of political agendas, and seldom have any regard 
for truth. 
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A Revisionist in Prison 
Germar Rudolf 


1. Introduction 


For more than a decade now, revisionists have been sent to prison in many 
European countries. And it is to be expected that many more will follow 
before the legal situation will change. In this essay I want to give an insight 
into my own time in various U.S. and German prisons. I will abstain from 
reporting about the daily humdrum reigning in every prison, however, and 
will instead focus on the more uplifting aspects, the acts of inner restance. I 
hope that this might inspire others who might find themselves in such an 
unpleasant spot in the future. May they, too, resist as much as they can! 

In various papers, most of which are also posted on my website at 
www.germarrudolf.com, I have described how I became a revisionist and 
what impact that had on my life, with the nadir being my eventual arrest 
and long-term incarceration. I will not here repeat my personal story which 
got me into the gaol here, so the uninformed curious reader is advised to 
read those autobiographical essays as a background to the present essay. 


2. Arrest 


As is known, in 2000 I had applied for political asylum in the U.S. In 2003 
the U.S. administration had decided that my asylum application had been 
unmerited and indeed fraudulent. I was a mere fugitive from justice in their 
eyes. In 2004, while my asylum case was pending review by a U.S. Federal 
Court, I married a U.S. citizen and thus asked to be granted permanent res- 
idence in the U.S. based on this marriage. The U.S. Immigration Services, 
however, denied that I even had a right to submit such a request. So that 
case went to the Federal Court as well. 

On October 19, 2005, roughly a year after my wedding, we were invited 
by the U.S. Immigration Services in Chicago for an interview where they 
would determine whether our marriage was genuine or of convenience to 
immigration purposes. That is standard procedure. We went there not only 
with a plethora of documentation about our shared life, but also with our 
six-months-old baby in a stroller. We won hands down. 

A short while after the interview, the lady who had conducted it ap- 
proached us, congratulated us, handed us our ornate certificate of our 
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acknowledged-genuine marriage, and told us that we could now go one 
level lower to apply for permanent legal residence for me. 

But then two guys stepped out from behind her and told me that I was 
under arrest. After a long argument between one of them and my lawyer, I 
ended up handcuffed and shackled to a chain together with a bunch of con- 
victs in a prison van on the way to Kenosha County Jail in Wisconsin. I got 
my personal wristband identifying me and stating the reason why I was 
there. I was the only person in the entire jail that had as a reason given: 
“non-criminal.” Even the prison guards did not believe their eyes. Why the 
heck do they put a non-criminal person into prison? In Kenosha I loved to 
discuss with the inmates all kinds of controversial topics, giving them a 
heads-up about how we all are getting screwed over by the Powers That 
Be. We had a swell time... to some degree. 

I stayed there four weeks, during which my lawyer went all the way up 
to the Supreme Court in a vain attempt to stop my deportation. My consti- 
tutional right to a legal hearing was denied. When the Federal Court ruled 
three months after my deportation that the U.S. government’s refusal to 
allow me to apply for permanent legal residence was illegal, it was not 
much more than a bad joke. By that time I was stuck in a German prison 
for years. They also confirmed that my asylum application had been with- 
out merit, stating that it is all right if a respected democracy like Germany 
persecutes dissidents. Then it is simply called lawful prosecution. So if a 
respected democracy decided to gas all Jews, that’s all right, too? The 
court also argued that, after a history of jailing dissidents and burning 
books (during the Third Reich era), Germany today has the right or even 
the obligation to jail dissidents and burn books. Makes sense to me. 


3. Inner Resistance 


In Germany I got put into almost solitary confinement, because I was either 
considered a threat to the other inmates or they were allegedly a threat to 
me, or both. Since I was considered a “Nazi” and most inmates are immi- 
grants, the prison officials thought that I would either beat them up or vice- 
versa. Fact is that many immigrants in German prisons are Muslims. When 
they found out why I was in prison, I had a large community of fans and 
ardent listeners to my stories. One of them, an Iranian national who 
thanked me for showing him the proper historico-political way, even of- 
fered to organize a personal protection squad for me in 2008 at the Rotten- 
burg prison. But I had no need for it. An athlete of 6’5” can take care of 
himself pretty well. 
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Birthday, © Germar Rudolf 2006 

At the beginning of the Christmas church service of 2005 in the Stuttgart- 
Stammheim penitentiary, every inmate received a red rose. Rudolf tied 
his to a shelf board in his cell so that it would dry. Not quite two months 
later he drew this rose with a ball point pen based on the now shriveled- 
up dry rose and sent it to his wife on the occasion of the first birthday of 
their daughter. This was the start of roughly two years of artistic activities 

behind bars. 
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One of the first things the German authorities asked me to do was sign 
away my constitutional right for privacy of my correspondence. I refused. 
So a judge had to make a decision to revoke that right, as a consequence of 
which the prosecution, which normally does the prison censorship, lost that 
privilege, and the judge himself, with no staff at his disposal, had to censor 
my letters. He couldn’t handle it. I quickly figured out that he wasn’t even 
reading any of my foreign language letters. They went in and out unread. 
So I tested the waters more and more. For instance, in a letter of Dec. 30, 
2005, just 6 weeks after I had arrived in Germany, I wrote a letter to 
Fredrick Tében discussing revisionist issues and even talking about pub- 
lishing projects.’ A while after that I realized that all the instructions I had 
given while in Kenosha to keep my revisionist publishing empire going 
were being ignored or handled amateurishly, so I sent out a number of an- 
gry letters to several people being very clear as to what I expected them to 
do. They all arrived unimpeded. 

Fortunately, I was able to purchase a typewriter in the Stuttgart prison. I 
decided therefore to use this ultimate weapon of crime for its intended pur- 
pose. Some of my lawyers agreed to help me (I won’t say which). They got 
me books that are outlawed in Germany. They agreed to smuggle out pub- 
lishing projects. So I started translating revisionist works in my prison cell: 
I translated “The Leuchter Report. Critical Edition” and “Auschwitz: The 
First Gassing” from English to German, and I also started some other 
books. The typescripts were then sent to England to my helpers there in 
order to get them published. Little did I realize that those folks were either 
too disorganized or inept to pull off a project like this, or else they were too 
timid, always afraid to harm me (or using this as an excuse, I don’t know). 
Anyway, fact is that I had a zillion cell searches during that time by the 
prison guards, but they were never suspicious of anything. After all, they 
were looking only for drugs, weapons, alcoholic beverages, cell phones 
and objects like that. Paper was not of any interest to them. Hence my piles 
of papers in my locker, on my desk and in my binders on the floor were 
always ignored... 

It was at the time when I was preparing my defense speech that a corre- 
spondence partner contacted me, forwarding a question by Israeli dissident 
Israel Shamir. The mood I was in during those months prior to my second 
trial can be gleaned from my response, which is nothing short of a battle 
cry and which also passed through the enemy lines of censorship uninter- 
cepted.” 

After I had been sentenced to another 30 months due to my opus mag- 
num “Lectures on the Holocaust,” I tried to publish my defense speech in 
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German from within. Since censorship had been handed over by the judge 
to the prison staff after my verdict had become effective, I now had some 
keen readers of my correspondence among the prison staff itself. Since that 
publishing project involved sending lots of paper in and out and also was in 
German, it had to raise red flags. So one of those days I had the police visit 
me in prison (quite a parade of officers entering my tiny cell; what a spec- 
tacle!) in search of a dangerous stack of paper: my defense speech (what a 
threat to the state!), in which I had committed the crime of using adjectives 
of doubt in connection with historical claims (how dare I!). Plus, I had 
quoted the indictment (yikes!), which consisted mostly of quotes from my 
book. Since my book was illegal, quoting it, even though contained in the 
indictment, was deemed illegal too...* Fortunately, my lawyer managed to 
get the case quashed. 

One of the highlights was a Bible discussion group at Mannheim Pris- 
on. We had some 15 inmates, among them also Ernst Ziindel and I. One 
day we discussed Paul’s letter from prison to some Christian congregation. 
His exhortation to stay true to his beliefs in spite of severe persecution 
made me comment that this is exactly what Ernst and I are experiencing. 
That made one of the inmates very angry (a PhD lawyer who had stolen a 
Spitzweg painting from a museum). He thought I was going to voice my 
historical views next, which he hated (although he probably didn’t know 
them). But that wasn’t what I had in mind. When I kept talking about par- 
allels of those cases, he finally had enough and threatened to beat me up. I 
stayed very calm and merely argued that this is yet another parallel to Paul 
and the early Christians, who were also threatened with violence by a mob 
made rabid by utterly irrational hate propaganda. “Dr. Spitzweg” in turn 
jumped up, and only the intervention of the prison pastor and the social 
worker prevented him from getting physical. Both officials granted me 
freedom of speech, and that was the end of it. Ernst couldn’t believe what 
he had just experienced and that I had stayed so absolutely calm, unim- 
pressed, rational, and cruelly to the point. I loved it! 

When a judge had to decide toward the end of my term in mid-2009 
whether I should be whacked with “conduct supervision” after my release, 
he relied on an assessment of my person by the prison authorities: I could 
not be deemed resocialized since I kept spreading my views among the 
inmates and because I had even tried to publish my defense speech from 
within. Bad boy! So I got a probation officer assigned to my side to keep 
an eye on me for three more years. 
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4. For Better or Worse 


Even though the authorities treated me worse than other inmates because I 
did not recant my views and showed no signs of remorse, my lot was far 
better than that of the other inmates from a psychological point of view: 
being incarcerated did not tarnish my reputation, quite to the contrary. I 
wear it like a badge of honor, or as the German historian Prof. Dr. Ernst 
Nolte wrote to me in a letter after my release, I can now count myself 
among the men of honor who have gone to prison for reasons of con- 
science. Whereas most inmates lose most of their friends and often even 
the support of their families, my friends and family have stood firmly by 
me. Whereas most prisoners struggle financially and get in deep debt dur- 
ing their incarceration, as they lose their jobs and subsequently often also 
their home and property, I was very fortunate to find many generous sup- 
porters. 

Most important and in contrast to most inmates, political prisoners 
don’t lose their feeling of meaning; they feel neither guilty nor ashamed of 
what they have done. Or as David Cole expressed it once: We are loud, we 
are proud, and the best of all: we are right! 

This attitude, more than anything else, makes you wing even the tough- 
est of times, and it keeps you going afterwards as well, as the New York 
Times correctly observed in an article entitled “Why Freed Dissidents Pick 
Path of Most Resistance.” This article, which was fittingly published five 
weeks prior to my release from prison, describes how Arab dissidents who 
were incarcerated for their peaceful political views went right back to their 
acts of civil disobedience once released from prison.* As one of them ex- 
pressed it: 


“It is a matter not only of dignity, it is the sense of your life. It’s your 
choice of life, and if you give up, you will lose your sense of your life.” 


He said he had no choice but to go right back to where he had left off. 
Right-o! 


Notes 


1 Online: http://germarrudolf.com/persecution/germars-persecution/letters-from- 


the-dungeon/december-30-2005/ 

Online: http://germarrudolf.com/persecution/germars-persecution/letters-from- 

the-dungeon/august-27-2006/ 

See the document at the very end of my book Resistance Is Obligatory, Castle 

Hill Publishers, Uckfield 2012. 

4 Published online at www.nytimes.com/2009/05/27/world/midd 
leeast/27egypt.html on 26 May 2009. A version of this article appeared in print 
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on 27 May 2009, on page A6 of the New York edition under the headline 
“Once Freed from Prison, Dissidents Often Continue to Resist.” 
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Three Books on Treblinka 


Thomas Kues 


uring recent years there have appeared from time to time new 
[= on the Treblinka “death camp”. Compared with the vast 

number of Auschwitz-related publications, and considering the 
fact that, according to the exterminationist point of view, Treblinka 
claimed the second-highest number of victims among the six “death 
camps” (the victim figure given usually varies between 750,000 and 
900,000) this is only a small trickle. One might expect then that the con- 
tents of these few books would at least be partially fresh, offering us new 
insights and new material. Unfortunately, this is not the case: from the pub- 
lication of Yitzhak Arad’s Belzec, Sobibor, Treblinka in 1987 the extermi- 
nationist literature on the Treblinka camp has very much been treading old 
ground. In the following review I will briefly discuss three books relating 
to the camp which were published between 2003 and 2012. It will be not so 
much a comprehensive review as a presentation of what these books have 
to offer which is not a rehash of Arad, Sereny et al — pitifully little, as we 
will see. 


Torben Jérgensen’s Book on the Aktion Reinhardt Staff 


Let us begin with a book by Danish historian Torben Jorgensen, Stiftelsen. 
Bodlerne fra Aktion Reinhardt (The Foundation. The Executioners of Ak- 
tion Reinhardt, Lindhardt og Ringhof, Copenhagen 2003). This concerns 
the Aktion Reinhardt personnel as a whole, but as can be expected a signif- 
icant portion of it concerns Treblinka. 

The book contains very little information of interest, despite the fact 
that the author had reportedly surveyed 3,000—4,000 pages of court materi- 
al. Remarkably, there are almost no quotations in this book that have not 
already appeared in Arad, Jules Schelvis, Adalbert Riickerl or Ernst Klee et 
al. There is also virtually nil information provided on the interrogations 
themselves. We learn some more, however, on the astoundingly lax securi- 
ty reportedly prevailing at Treblinka during the tour of its first comman- 
dant, Dr. Irmfried Eberl (p. 75): 


“Prostitutes and blackmarketeers from Warsaw erected regular shops 
in the woods around Treblinka. The personnel, Ukrainians as well as 
Germans, were in a permanent state of inebriation. In addition to this, a 
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number of unauthorized people 
visited the camp. Those were, 
among others, German soldiers 
who were stationed in Warsaw, 
among them personnel from a 
Panzerkorps, that is, the Wehr- 
macht. Members of these units 
made excursions to Treblinka, 
which was not sealed off; here 
they went about taking photo- 
graphs and observing the fate of 
the transports.” 


This description should probably be 
regarded with some caution, since it 
is based on a court statement made 
by the second commandant, Franz Dr. Irmfried Eberl, the first 
Stangl, who arrived at Treblinka only = commandant of Treblinka. Eber! 
after Irmfried Eberl had been sacked __ was a trained psychiatrist, Public 
for incompetence; the information Domain. 

that Wehrmacht soldiers visited Tre- 

blinka is therefore from a second-hand source. Nevertheless it is worth not- 
ing: If an indeterminate number of German soldiers went around taking 
photos at the camp, how come none of these has ever been discovered? 
Could it be that photographs were indeed taken, but that what they showed 
did not conform to the “death camp” allegation, so that the person(s) in 
possession of the photo(s) either hesitated to come forward with it, or 
simply did not connect it with Treblinka? 

We also learn that the protocols from the interrogations of Irmfried 
Eberl, Franz Hodl, Heinrich Barbl, Ernst Lerch, Hermann Hoefle and oth- 
ers are kept in the Osterreichische Widerstandsarchiv in Vienna. No fur- 
ther details are given, however (in the case of Eberl the interrogation may 
not be relevant to the “death camp” issue, since he was arrested because of 
his involvement in the euthanasia program and supposedly committed sui- 
cide before his role at Treblinka had been discovered). 

Unrelated to Treblinka we are informed (in a footnote on page 215) that 
two (unnamed) Belzec survivors were found living in Israel several dec- 
ades after the war. This claim, which is noted to derive from Michael Tre- 
genza, is rather sensational considering that only 7 inmates are alleged to 
have survived Belzec, only two — Rudolf Reder alias Roman Robak and 
Chaim Hirszman! — of whom left any testimony on their supposed experi- 
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ences. Why, we may ask, has Tregenza not furnished any information on 
these two hitherto unknown Belzec survivors? 

Some new light is also shed on the mysterious death of the former So- 
bibér SS man Gustav Wagner in Brazil in 1980 (p. 225): 


“During a conversation with the author in Lublin in the summer of 
2001, Thomas Blatt [a prominent Sobibér eyewitness] told that another 
survivor from Sobibor who lived in Brazil in 1980 killed Wagner to- 
gether with some other former prisoners.” 


Only two former Sobib6ér inmates are known to have settled in Brazil after 
the war: Chaim Korenfeld and Stanislaw Szmajzner. Since Jules Schelvis? 
and others have noted that Szmajzner himself had hinted that he was in- 
volved in the murder, and since Blatt was close to Szmajzner, this pretty 
much settles who was behind Wagner’s death, which (according to most 
sources) was officially ruled as a suicide. 


The Testimony of Hershl Sperling 


Mark S. Smith’s Treblinka Survivor. The Life and Death of Hershl Sper- 
ling (The History Press, Stroud 2010) is an attempt to trace the life and fate 
of Hershl Sperling, a former inmate of Treblinka and Auschwitz-Birkenau 
(!) who committed suicide by drowning in Glasgow in 1989. The book 
mostly consists of interviews with Sperling’s son, psychological rumina- 
tions and descriptions of Smith’s travels in Sperling’s footsteps to Treblin- 
ka and other places in Poland and Germany, interspersed with rehashings 
from well-known exterminationist publications on the subject and excerpts 
from Sperling’s only testimony on Treblinka (he left none regarding his 
time at Auschwitz, to where he was sent in the autumn of 1943), a brief 
account simply entitled “Treblinka” which was published in 1947 in issue 
6 of the obscure Yiddish-language journal Fun letzter Churbn ( Since the 
Recent Catastrophe ). Fortunately Smith presents a complete English trans- 
lation of this testimony as an appendix to his book. This is pretty much the 
only part of the book which is of any real interest, however meager it is. 
Below I will briefly discuss the most interesting parts of it. 

Sperling was deported to Treblinka from Czestochowa “almost at the 
end of the period of deportations” from that city (pp. 243-244). According 
to the transport lists presented in Yitzhak Arad’s book on the Reinhardt 
camps, the last deportation from Czestochowa to Treblinka took place on 5 
October 1942. Sperling informs us (p. 244) that the “disinfectant calcium 
chloride” was “scattered liberally into each wagon” of the convoy. This 
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practice is likely the origin of the early holocaust claim (found in the writ- 
ings of Jan Karski and others) that the Germans were killing the Jews not 
in gas chambers but in transport trains, using chloride or unslaked lime. 
Sperling also reveals that Polish workers which the Jews of the convoy 
encountered during the drawn-out railway travel spread atrocity stories 
causing great fear among the deportees (p. 245): 


“One of the Polish workers mentions burnings, another, shootings, and 
a third — gassings. Another tells of inhuman, unbelievable tortures. An 
unbearable state of tension mounts among us, which in some cases even 
leads to outbreaks of hysteria.” 


At the camp Sperling was selected for work and made a member of the 
“sorting squad” working in the “reception camp”. He never set foot in the 
“upper camp” or “death camp proper’, where the alleged gas chambers and 
the mass graves were located, so his description of that area is based only 
on second-hand sources. The details of the alleged killing method were 
relayed to Sperling and his fellow inmates in Camp I by prisoners assigned 
to carry food between the different parts of the camp (pp. 247-248): 


“It was strictly forbidden to cross from one camp to the other. In the 
early period the food carriers used to come to us from Camp II and 
bring us all the minute details of the cruel deeds that were being perpe- 
trated there. [...] 

The food-carriers describe to us how the path to the death camp goes 
through a garden. Just before you come to the death-shower there is a 
hut, where everyone is instructed once again to relinquish money and 
gold. [...] At the shower room of death, which is adorned only by a Star 
of David, the victims are received with bayonets. They are driven into 
these shower rooms, prodded with these bayonets. [...] When all the 
wretched victims have been forced into the showers, the doors are her- 
metically sealed. After a few seconds, uncanny, horrifying screams are 
heard through the walls. [...] The screaming becomes weaker and 
weaker, finally dying away. At last everything is completely silent. Then 
the doors are opened, and the corpses are thrown into huge mass 
graves, which hold about 60 to 70 thousand people. When there was no 
room for any new victims in the mass graves, there came a new com- 
mand to burn the dead bodies. They would dig out a deep trench, and 
throw in a few old trunks, boxes, wood and things like that. All is set 
alight, and a layer of corpses is thrown onto it, then more branches, 
and more corpses, and so on. Later the order was given to dig out the 
dead in the mass graves, and burn them too.” 
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While this is merely a second-hand description of the “death camp proper”, 
three aspects of it are worthy of note. 

First, we have the fact that nowhere in the above description do we find 
any hint as to what the actual killing agent was. According to the official 
version of events it was the exhaust fumes from a large engine mounted in 
a separate room in the “gas chamber” building. Considering the short dis- 
tance between this building and the fence to Camp I (some 50 meters in the 
case of the new building) one would expect that the inmates of Camp I 
soon would connect the purported mass murder of the deportees with the 
sound from this engine. As I have pointed out in the study on Sobibér 
which I co-wrote with Jiirgen Graf and Carlo Mattogno? the earliest testi- 
monies about the alleged death chambers at that camp — which supposedly 
functioned in the same way as at Treblinka — mention murder methods 
used in these chambers which strongly imply that these witnesses did not 
connect the alleged gassings with the sound of an engine. Sperling’s testi- 
mony very much fits into this picture. 

Second, we have the ridiculous notion that the cremations were carried 
out using as fuel “a few old trunks, boxes, wood and things like that”. If 
the vast amount of firewood required for the cremation of some 800,000 
corpses — some 139,200 metric tons* — had actually been brought into Tre- 
blinka, either by train or truck or from the nearby forested areas Sperling 
would inescapably have observed and taken note of this — that he did not is 
yet another hint that the amount of firewood used in the cremations at Tre- 
blinka was much smaller, corresponding to a number of corpses much 
smaller than alleged by mainstream historiography.° 

Third and last- we have the emphasis on the word “shower”. Compare 
this with the statement of Polish prisoner Jan Sulkowski (quoted in Arad’s 
book on the Reinhardt camps): “I was told by the SS men that we were 
building a bathhouse and it was after a considerable time that I realized that 
we were constructing gas-chambers.” This implies that the Germans either 
went to extreme lengths to disguise homicidal gas chambers as shower 
rooms, or that they actually built shower rooms for a delousing facility. In 
this context it is worth mentioning a letter sent from Treblinka comman- 
dant Irmfried Eberl to the commissar for the ghetto in Warsaw, Dr. Heinz 
Auerswald, on 19 June 1942 (i.e. some 1 month before the opening of the 
camp), in which he ordered the following “still needed” items for the Tre- 
blinka camp:° 


“10m copper pipes 1/4 inch 
5-10 kg filler wire stacks 
2 kg brass wire for brazing 
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50 m iron pipes of each of the sizes: I inch, 3/4 inch, 1/2 inch 
20 iron pipe T-fittings of each of the sizes: I inch, 3A inch, 1/2 inch 
30 iron pipe elbow joints of each of the sizes: 1 inch, 3/4 inch, 1/2 inch 
20 double nipples (connection pieces) of each of the sizes: I inch, 3/4 
inch, 1/2 inch 
6 waterproof lighting fixtures with sockets, enclosed with cages 
10 water-taps 3/4 inch with hose connection 
10 water-taps 1/2 inch with hose connection 
Electric light bulbs 120 Volt: 30 items 25 Watt 
20 items 60 Watt 
20 items 75 Watt 
20 items 100 Watt 
300 m two-conductor G.A. flexible wire 
1000 m for overhead lines 2.5 sq. mm diameter” 


On 7 July Eberl wrote again to the commissar, notifying him that the camp 
would be ready for operation on 11 July and ordering additional items for 
the camp.’ Most of these were related to lighting but among them were also 
“3 intake strainers [Saugkdrbe] for wells with check valves [Riickschlag- 
ventil] 1 1/2 inch”. From testimonial evidence we know that a Polish con- 
struction worker named Grzegorz Wozniak worked on coordinating the 
piping and trenching during the camp’s construction phase.*® 

For what purpose would the small Treblinka camp, supposedly a “pure 
extermination camp”, need at /east 160 meter of piping? From an extermi- 
nationist viewpoint the apparent conclusion is that they were used for a 
fake shower installation that was part of the murder weapon. Yitzhak Arad 
describes the alleged first gas chambers at Treblinka as follows:? 


“During the camp’s first months of operation, there were three gas 
chambers, each 4 x 4 meters and 2.6 meters high [...]. A room attached 
to the building contained a diesel engine, which introduced the poison- 
ous carbon monoxide gas through pipes into the chambers, and a gen- 
erator, which supplied electricity to the entire camp. [...] Inside the 
chambers the walls were covered with white tiles up to a certain height, 
and shower heads and piping crisscrossed the ceiling — all designed to 
maintain the illusion of a shower room. The piping actually served to 
carry the poison gas into the chambers. When the doors were closed, 
there was no lighting in the chambers.”’ 

But is this setup really believable? Given a room height of 2.6 m, the 


shower heads would have been placed some 2.3—2.4 m above the floor — 
clearly within reach of the taller of the alleged victims, as well as shorter 
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ones lifted up by or standing on others. According to the verdict from the 
Treblinka trial, each of the three chambers in the old gas chamber building 
could hold 200-350 victims, i.e. a capacity 600—1,050 victims per gas- 
sing.!° Considering that during the first month of the camp’s operation 
some 6—8,000 Jews were sent daily to the camp from the Warsaw ghetto,!! 
this would mean that some 6—14 gassings would have to be carried out dai- 
ly. Considering the design usually employed for the shower installations in 
the German concentration camps,’ it seems inevitable that the “fake” pip- 
ing and shower heads would have been damaged by panicking, desperate 
victims on a daily basis — if lethal exhaust gas had indeed been streaming 
out from these showers, that is. The notion that it would have been feasible 
to feed the gas into the chambers using a fake shower installation is there- 
fore, at closer glance, absurd. Another hint that the piping, if indeed used 
for the “bath house” described by Sulkowski et al (something for which we 
have no conclusive proof but which seems likely in the absence of other 
known installations at the camp that would have utilized such piping) 
formed part of an actual shower installation is the fact that Eberl together 
with the piping ordered “waterproof lighting fixtures with sockets” (em- 
phasis added). 

Even more significant are the “3 intake strainers [Saugkdrbe] for wells 
with check valves” ordered on 7 July 1942. A “Saugkorb” is a large strain- 
er, Sometimes suspended in a float to hold it near the surface of the water 
and containing a check valve or setback valve, which is placed at the intake 
end of a suction hose, which in turn is connected to a pump. Its function is 
to filter the water and to see to that the suction hose is kept filled with wa- 
ter. '3 Intake strainers are usually employed by fire fighters as a means to 
obtain the large amounts of water needed for their fire hoses from dirty 
waters (such as ponds or lakes), but they can also be used in wells as part 
of a pump device. 

According to the most ambitious exterminationist attempt to visually 
reconstruct Treblinka, the Peter Laponder maps from the early 2000s,'* 
there existed a total of five wells in the camp: one well for the German 
staff in the northernmost part of the camp, one near the kitchen of the 
Ukrainian guards, one west of the living quarters of the Jewish prisoners 
and south of the “zoo”, one in the “reception camp” near the railway sid- 
ing, where the arrivals disembarked their trains, and finally one in the 
“death camp proper’, in the immediate vicinity of the original “gas cham- 
ber building”. The third of these wells is visible in one of Kurt Franz’s 
photographs of the “‘zoo”.'> It is clear that this well was manually operated, 
and no suction hose or similar device is in sight. So far I have not been able 
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to find any detailed descriptions of the other four wells, but it appears that 
the first three were all used in connection with the kitchens for the guards 
and prisoners, so that it is likely that they all resembled the one seen on the 
Kurt Franz photo. The presence of three intake strainers at the camp how- 
ever indicates that one needed to draw a considerable amount of water 
from possibly as many as three wells (although one of the intake strainers 
may have been for spare use). Such a need may possibly have applied to 
the well in the reception camp, where water under pressure may have been 
used for cleaning the emptied rail wagons, but I have found no testimonial 
evidence stating that this well was equipped with a suction system. This 
would seem to indicate that one or more of the intake strainers were used 
in the “death camp proper”. From an exterminationist viewpoint such an 
installation would be rather pointless, but from a revisionist viewpoint it is 
perfectly explainable, as a shower installation used by hundreds of depor- 
tees at a time would have required the drawing of large amounts of water. 
If the pump system was powered by an engine (as is often the case) this 
might help explain the origin of the allegation that engine-exhaust gas was 
used for homicidal gassings. In this context it is worth pointing out that the 
ARC website displays a photo, apparently taken at some museum exhibi- 
tion, of what is purported to be a “Gassing pipe used in the Belzec gas 
chambers”.'° This rusty item, however, with its perforated basket-like low- 
er part, resembles nothing so much as a strainer with a dual intake. 

Sperling has the following to say on the number of deportees arriving at 
the camp (p. 249): 


“New transports arrived at Treblinka all the time. Sometime there is a 
break of a few days. But on the average ten thousand people per day 
are murdered in Treblinka. There was one day in fact when the human 
transport reached the figure of twenty-four thousand.” 


Between 22 July 1942 and the end of the same year — a period of 163 days 
—a total of 713,555 Jews were brought to Treblinka, which means an aver- 
age of 4,378 arrivals per day. An average of 10,000 per day would mean 
1,630,000 arrivals during the same period, so Sperling is clearly exaggerat- 
ing rather than just misestimating. 

In connection with the discussion of the number of arrivals, Sperling 
shares with his readers the following bizarre anecdote (p. 249): 

“Only once did Jews leave the camp alive. The Front had demanded 

women. So one hundred and ten of the most beautiful Jewish girls, ac- 

companied by a Jewish doctor, were sent off.” 
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Besides the preposterous claim that Jewish women would have been sent to 
the frontlines to be used as prostitutes — something which would be in vio- 
lation of the National Socialist racial laws (on “Rassenschande’’, defile- 
ment of the race) we may compare Sperling’s assertion that Jews were able 
to leave the camp “only once” with witness Israel Cymlich’s statement that 
groups of Jews from the extermination camp were regularly transferred to 
the Treblinka I labor camp to replenish its labor force,'’ and the verdict of 
the Diisseldorf Treblinka trial, according to which “coming from Treblin- 
ka, several thousand people are said to have arrived at other camps”.'® 


The Smoke and Mirrors of Ian Baxter 


Finally, I will take a brief look at Ian Baxter’s The SS of Treblinka (Spell- 
mount, Stroud 2012). A search at Amazon or any other online book will 
reveal that Baxter is not a Holocaust historian, but a military historian and 
author of a number of photography-focused books dealing with the Euro- 
pean theatre of WWII, in particular the Eastern front. A common thread in 
the online reviews of his book is that the layout and photos are high quali- 
ty, but that the writing is “history light” or even display examples of poor 
scholarship. The latter unfortunately applies to his recent book focusing on 
the German and Austrian staff employed at the Treblinka “extermination 
camp”’. 

This book is mainly a rehash of Arad, Sereny, Chrostowski, Steiner and 
Riickerl (as well as material from the H.E.A.R.T., Holocaust Research Pro- 
ject and ARC websites, from which most of the illustrations are taken), 
with most of the usual quotes from Wiernik et al. It follows from this that 
the book is mostly for those seeking exhaustive coverage; if you are buying 
only one book this summer, save the money for something better... 

It should first of all be pointed out that, despite the title, the book con- 
tains next to no new material on the lives of the men stationed at Treblinka. 
One might expect that Baxter would have dug deeper in the interrogation 
and investigation files and perhaps even tried to interview relatives or ac- 
quaintances of them in order to shed more light on their activities before 
and during the war as well as their post-war fates, but unfortunately no 
such research seems to have been carried out. 

As for poor scholarship, Baxter recycles the claim that John (Ivan) 
Demjanjuk served as a guard in the “extermination area” (p. 68), despite 
the fact there exists no solid evidence whatsoever for Demjanjuk being 
posted to Treblinka. That Demjanjuk has now passed away is, unfortunate- 
ly, unlikely to stop the frequent repetition of this accusation, we suspect. 
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We further find claims that transports of Dutch Jews were sent to Treblinka 
in 1943 (p. 91), something which can be ruled out from readily available 
statistics and transport data. Baxter’s sloppiness in the field of research is 
also revealed by the fact that he gives the victim figure for Sobibor as “ap- 
proximately 250,000” (p. 159) — an estimate which was rendered impossi- 
ble by the discovery of the Héfle document in 2000 — despite listing in his 
bibliography the 2003 German edition of Jules Schelvis’s Sobiboér study, 
which gives the number of Jewish arrivals at that camp as some 170,000. 

As for small but interesting fresh tidbits, Baxter asserts (p. 81) that dur- 
ing the latter phase of operations, killing of sick deportees and inmates 
were carried out not only by shooting but also by lethal injections; the 
source for this, however, goes unstated. We also learn a little more about 
the supposed “deception” of the arriving Jewish deportees. The testimony 
of SS-Unterscharfiihrer Willi Mentz is quoted as follows (p. 71): 


“When the Jews had got off, Stadie or Matzig would have a short word 
with them. They were told something to the effect that they were a reset- 
tlement transport and that they would be given a bath and that they 
would receive new clothes. They were also instructed to maintain quiet 
and disciplined. They would continue their journey the following day.” 


The by far most interesting part of Baxter’s book consists of three brief 
diary excerpts. The first one of them, reproduced without a date of writing 
or name of the author, except for the information that he was a “staff of- 
ficer attached to [Christian] Wirth’s office’, reads as follows (p. 103): 


“T frequently visited TH in the summer of 1943 and regularly reported 
back to Wirth with a progress report on the dismantling of the camp. 
Whilst the commandant [Stangl] was on leave I came to Treblinka and 
was given a guided tour by Deputy Franz and another officer. Here I 
was shown the cremation areas and the pits where the corpses were be- 
ing exhumed by prisoners. I had my briefcase with me and I got my as- 
sistant to write down notes on the calculation Franz gave me on the to- 
tal number of bodies exhumed thus far. I was not chiefly interested in 
the quantity or condition of the prisoners working inside these pits, but 
more anxious about how the job was going to be completed in the speci- 
fied time.” 
The endnote to this quote gives the source as “Extract from Ernst Reuss to 
Author. November 2008. Diary Catalogued 43216/A/2 ER”. Ernst Reuss is 
possibly identical with the German expert witness and author of the study 
Kriegsgefangen im 2. Weltkrieg (Augsburg 2011). It is not made clear to 
which archive the document number refers. From the contents of the quote 
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it is clear that it was written in retrospect in 1944 or later, as the unnamed 
author would hardly have written “in the summer of 1943” in 1943. For the 
second quote we are presented with at least a modicum of background: “A 
Staff officer named Kratzer visiting Treblinka with one of Globocnik’s 
representatives found Floss to be a ‘determined fellow’ who displayed ver- 
satility “and much relish for the mission.’” Is this Kratzer the same person 
as the author of the first quoted text written in 1944 or later? The reader 
has no way of knowing. In any case the second quote reads as follows (p. 
104, ellipsis by Baxter): 


“IT admire the way in which our men are dealing with cremating the 
corpses. I have been informed by the cremation expert Floss that the 
burnings will be terminated by the end of August or September. [...] 
There is much activity in the camp and the staff here are working ex- 
ceptionally hard to bring about a conclusion to this dirty work. TII is 
certainly being run effectively and my report on its decommissioning 
will be presented in due course.” 


Again, no date is given, although we are told by Baxter that Kratzer’s visit 
took place “some time at the end of July or early August 1943” (the Tre- 
blinka prisoner revolt, we should keep in mind, took place on 2 August 
1943) — a vagueness which implies that this passage is either written in 
retrospect or not part of a regular diary, but rather some form of memoir. 
The source for the second quote is given as “Extract from Ernst Reuss to 
Author. November 2008. Diary Catalogued 43217/B/3 ER”. The third 
quote reads (p. 106): 


“After my tour I made specific notes and a sketch of the camp so that 
my boss had an overall idea of the general layout of the camp This was 
undertaken in order to make preparations for the installation’s decom- 
missioning.” 
The source is given as “Extract from Ernst Reuss to Author. November 
2008. Diary Catalogued 43218/C/4 ER”. 

We will observe here first of all that none of these quotes supports the 
allegation that Treblinka served as a “pure extermination camp”, only that 
an unspecified number of corpses were burnt there. Baxter tells his readers 
(p. 104) that Kratzer “visited the “Upper Camp’ and saw for himself the 
gas chambers, the installations for the disposal of the corpses and the huge 
iron grills, and the barracks for the Jewish work-groups.” This description, 
however, is completely unsourced, and no further quotations are presented 
which allow us to verify to what degree (if at all) it corresponds to what 
Kratzer actually wrote, and to what degree it is just Baxter’s conjecture. 
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This in itself is extremely revealing, because Baxter must certainly be 
aware of the fact that, since virtually no war-time documents on Treblinka 
have been preserved (or rather: are known to exist) the discovery of an au- 
thentic contemporary diary text describing the camp, and moreover one 
written by a German staff officer (or possibly two different officers) with 
access to all parts of the camp, is something no less than sensational. One 
would expect that Baxter, instead of rehashing old material, would present 
these texts in full with commentaries — or at least any passages confirming 
the existence of homicidal gas chambers at the camp, thus refuting the “de- 
niers” once and for all. 

In the introduction (p. 9), he in fact speaks of “recently discovered ma- 
terial, some of which has never been published before”. The latter can, as 
far as I am able to tell, only relate to the above discussed diary entries. One 
would thus expect Baxter to reproduce the entries in full (perhaps even in 
facsimile) instead of devoting five pages (pp. 151-155) to an irrelevant 
general list of concentration camps, eight pages to reproducing the 
transport lists from the appendices to Arad’s Belzec, Sobibor, Treblinka, or 
16 pages to miniature biographies of camp staff lifted almost verbatim 
from the ARC website (which, to Baxter’s credit, he at least attributed). 
But no, Baxter is content with presenting only the three quotes above. 

We may safely assume that Baxter (or his colleague Reuss) would have 
jumped eagerly at the opportunity to publish a contemporary German doc- 
ument (be it a memorandum or a diary) describing homicidal gas chambers 
and/or mass graves filled to the brim with hundreds of thousands of Jewish 
corpses at Treblinka if he had in fact access to such a document, which 
means with almost 100 % certainty that he (or Reuss) does not have such a 
document in his hands. This in effect leaves only two possible conclusions: 


1. The descriptions of the camp found in these diary entries are so vague 
that they neither confirm nor refute the official version of events. 

2. The descriptions of the camp are incongruent with the official version 
of events. 


Whatever the facts may be on this issue, it is imperative that this potential- 
ly extremely important historical document is appropriately presented to 
the public, be it in another book, an article or online. Since it is unlikely 
that Baxter will respond to an appeal voiced by revisionists, I await exter- 
minationist Holocaust historians and anti-revisionists to do their best to get 
Baxter or Reuss to publish the document(s). Surely here they have an ex- 
cellent opportunity to finally prove with documentary evidence the exist- 
ence of homicidal gas chambers at Treblinka? 
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The Number of Victims of Sachsenhausen 
Concentration Camp (1936-1945) 


Klaus Schwensen 


tion Camp is duly commemorated. On this occasion, the press 

sometimes still mentions the figure of 100,000 victims who alleg- 
edly perished or were murdered at this camp. Although Sachsenhausen 
does not belong to the six “classic” extermination camps (Chelmno, Maj- 
danek, Auschwitz, Belzec, Sobibor, Treblinka), the epithet of a “death 
camp” which was given to it by Soviet propaganda is sometimes still used. 
While the Sachsenhausen Memorial Site today contents itself with a death 
toll of “tens of thousands’, it has never publicly disavowed the propagan- 
distic figure of 100,000 victims. One might speak of a “silent revision”: 
Certain Allied propaganda figures which arose during or shortly after the 
war are quietly jettisoned, but this fact is never publicly admitted, nor is 
there any discussion about the way these wildly exaggerated numbers 
arose. 

So, how many people really perished at Sachsenhausen? 


ion year on 22 April the liberation of Sachsenhausen Concentra- 


The Conclusions of the Soviet Investigating Commission 


As early as 1942 the Soviet authorities had founded an “Extraordinary 
State Commission” (ESC) aiming at ascertaining “crimes” committed by 
the “German fascist occupiers” and the damage caused by them. The activ- 
ities of the ESC naturally extended to the German concentration camps that 
had been liberated by the Red Army. Thus, a Soviet commission carried 
out an investigation at Sachsenhausen in May/June 1945, one of its tasks 
being the ascertainment of the number of victims of the camp. 

While the death books had been largely lost during the evacuation of 
the camp, the daily figures of prisoners present at roll call (Verdnder- 
ungsmeldungen) has survived. With a few gaps, these documents covered 
the period from 1 January 1940 to 17 April 1945. Based on these figures, 
the Prisoner Records Office (Haftlingsschreibstube), which answered to 
the SS, had compiled monthly statistics of Prisoner Movement (Hdftlings- 
bewegung). These documents, which were also captured by the Soviets, are 
now exhibited at the Sachsenhausen Memorial Site (Barracks 38), however 
they are falsely presented as statistics drawn up by former prisoners after 
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Members of the Soviet Investigating Commission at 
Sachsenhausen (May/June 1945). Source: GARF 7021- 
104-10 


the end of the war. As a matter of fact, the tables are contemporaneous 
with the camp’s operation and compiled at the Prisoner Records Office, 
which was subordinated to the Political Section (Politische Abteilung) of 
the SS.! 

The Soviet investigators ordered three former prisoners, the Com- 
munists Walter Engemann, Gustav Schéning and Hellmut Bock, to audit 
the statistics. This was undoubtedly done in order to prove that the SS had 
falsified the statistics to “cover up their crimes”. The group, headed by 
Engemann, performed its task conscientiously, paying special attention to 
“exits without information” (Abgdnge ohne Angaben). Altogether 3,733 
such unaccounted “exits” were found, 2,448 of them concerning Soviet 
POWs, who had disappeared from the statistics of the camp on 22 October 
1941. Of course this does not prove in any way that these POWs were shot. 

For the years 1940-1945, Engemann, Sch6ning and Bock, based on the 
Verdnderungsmeldungen, ascertained a figure of 19,900 prisoners who had 
died in the camp. This result largely confirmed the death toll reported by 
the SS. In a report he produced for the ESC in Moscow, the head of the 
Sachsenhausen Commission, Lieutenant Colonel A. Sharitch, adopted this 
figure. In 2003, Carlo Mattogno arrived at a slightly higher number 
(20,173).2 This author (K.S.), who based his analysis on the Héftlings- 
bewegung data rather than the Verdnderungsmeldungen and considered the 
whole period of existence of the camp (1936-1945), comes to the conclu- 
sion that Sachsenhausen claimed altogether 21,999 victims. 
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The authentic Haftlingsbewegung reports. 
Source: Sachsenhausen Memorial Site 
(permanent exhibition in Barracks 38) 


Which Figures Are these Reports Referring to? 


In addition to the main camp, Sachsenhausen Concentration Camp com- 
prised about 15 satellite camps and dozens of small outstations. In the pre- 
war period, only male prisoners were interned here, but during the war, 
thousands of female prisoners were deported to Sachsenhausen as well. 
Another category of detainees was the Soviet POWs. Which categories of 
prisoners do the above-mentioned statistics refer to: All prisoners, or only 
the male ones? The entire Sachsenhausen complex including the satellite 
camps or only the main camp? And what about the Soviet POWs? Enge- 
mann and his comrades do not even broach these important questions, and 
historians hardly ever discuss them either. However, a comparison with 
contemporaneous SS statistics of all prisoners in all concentration camps 
(a document dating from January 1945) allows us to conclude that the 
Verdnderungsmeldungen and the Hdaftlingsbewegung referred to the entire 
camp including the satellite camps, but only to the male inmates.? 


How Did the Figure of 100,000 Victims Arise? 


The man in the Kremlin, who was responsible for millions of deaths in the 
GULAG and who had his propagandist Ilya Ehrenburg claim 4 million vic- 
tims of Auschwitz before the Red Army had even entered that camp, was 
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apparently not sufficiently impressed by the Sachsenhausen death toll. For 
this reason, the figure of 19,900 (or slightly more) victims never appeared 
in Soviet propaganda. Instead, the number of 100,000 first appeared in Oc- 
tober 1945 in a letter Professor I. P. Traynin, a member of the ESC, wrote 
to Foreign Minister V. Molotov. The letter begins abruptly as follows’: 


“At the Sachsenhausen concentration camp near Berlin, the German 
authorities have annihilated more than 100,000 citizens of the USSR, 
England, France, Poland, Holland, Belgium, Hungary and other 
States.” 


No explanation whatsoever is given for this laconic assertion. It is highly 
improbable that Traynin would have undertaken to issue such a statement 
without a hint from the very top — in other words, from Stalin himself. The 
figure of 100,000 victims was immediately spread by Soviet propaganda. 

In late 1946 and early 1947, a “forensic commission” headed by one of 
Russia’s most illustrious pathologists, Professor V. I. Prosorovski, visited 
Sachsenhausen, but apparently did not carry out any further investigations. 
Prosorovski was no newcomer to this kind of activity: He had served as an 
expert for the ESC at the “war crimes trials” at Krasnodar® and Kharkov’°,’ 
(1943), co-authored the Soviet counter-expertise at Katyn* (January 1944) 
and acted in the Katyn case as a witness for the prosecution at Nuremberg. 
It goes without saying that his forensic reports invariably confirmed the 
version of the ESC. As a citizen of the Stalinist Soviet Union, he had of 
course no other choice. 

While the commission headed by Prosorovski adopted the figure of 
21,700 victims which was based on the SS Hdftlingsbewegung records and 
had been confirmed by Engemann and his team, they invented a plethora of 
additional groups of victims, making no attempt whatsoever to justify the 
figures adduced. The final death toll given by the commission was 
100,000. This figure was adopted without any further ado by the Soviet 
military court that conducted the so-called “Berlin Trial”, where several 
members of the former SS garrison of Sachsenhausen were put on trial in 
Berlin-Pankow (October 1947). In 1961, when the “Sachsenhausen Na- 
tional Commemoration Site” was inaugurated by the East German authori- 
ties, a Book of Commemoration was published, where the 100,000-figure 
appeared three times: in the introduction, in a speech by Walter Ulbricht 
and in the “Cry of Sachsenhausen”. In the German Democratic Republic, 
this figure thus became a dogma nobody would dare to question. 
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The Soviet Prisoners of War at Sachsenhausen 
Concentration Camp 


The number of Soviet POWs who perished at Sachsenhausen is still an un- 
answered question. Why were these POWs sent to a concentration camp in 
the first place and not to a “normal” POW camp — in their case, a “Russian 
camp”? 

After their invasion of the Soviet Union, the Germans took hundreds of 
thousands of prisoners within the first few months (the exact number is still 
disputed). Sheltering and feeding this huge mass of people confronted the 
Wehrmacht with enormous problems. Those Soviet POWs who were sent 
to the territory of the Reich before the onset of winter were relatively 
lucky. Since the capacity of the existing POW camps was insufficient to 
lodge them all, a considerable number of Soviet prisoners were sent to 
farms to perform agricultural work or to German towns to perform com- 
munal work. Thousands more were interned in concentration camps — not 
for annihilation, but in order to work in industrial plants situated in the 
neighborhood of the camps. The “normal” camp inmates had to evacuate 
some of their barracks for the newcomers, which led to serious overcrowd- 
ing. 


Typhus 


The six “Russian barracks” designated for the Soviet POWs at Sachsen- 
hausen were named Kriegsgefangenen-Arbeitslager and strictly separated 
from the rest of the camp (Russen-isolierung). From an administrative 
point of view this sector was not a part of the concentration camp but be- 
came part of Kriegsgefangenen-Stalag Oranienburg instead.’ Owing to the 
massive influx of POWs, the usual registration procedure which included 
delousing and 14 days of quarantine was apparently not observed, and 
within a short period of time typhus was rampant in the camp. 

A separate register of deceased prisoners seems to have been main- 
tained for the Stalag (Stammlager fiir Kriegsgefangene) since 22 October 
1941. This document has not survived. The mortality among the Soviet 
POWs was staggeringly high. A surviving list!? about the (presumably) 
first two Russian transports reveals a horrific death toll: In the period from 
18 October to 30 December 1941 altogether 2,508 Soviet POWs had been 
admitted to Sachsenhausen; however, on 30 December 1941 only 1,360 of 
them were still alive. In other words: 1,148 prisoners (46% of the total) had 
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died within these two and a half months, most of them undoubtedly from 
typhus. 


The “Russenaktion”’ 


Communist functionaries, especially Political Commissars (Politruks), of 
which at least one was attached to every unit of the Red Army, were meted 
out a far worse treatment than “normal” Russian prisoners (Arbeitsrussen) 
because from the National Socialist point of view, these functionaries were 
“carriers of the Soviet regime”. According to the Kommissarbefehl issued 
by the Oberkommando der Wehrmacht on 6 June 1941 at Hitler’s instiga- 
tion, commissars were not recognized as combatants and were denied the 
protection they would be entitled to as POWs in accordance with interna- 
tional law. They were ordered to be shot after capture. To its credit, the 
Wehrmacht disapproved of the Kommissarbefehl from the very beginning 
and largely failed to implement it so that only a minority of the captured 
commissars were actually shot. With Hitler’s agreement, this order was 
effectively revoked on 6 May 1942.!! 
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While the Kommissarbefehl concerned primarily the combat units, two 
special orders (Einsatzbefehle) issued in July 1941 by Reinhard Heydrich, 
chief of the Sicherheitspolizei and the SD, provided for the screening of the 
inmates of POW camps. The Germans had become aware of the fact that 
many commissars had mingled with the great mass of prisoners, their uni- 
forms being indistinguishable from the ones of military officers or com- 
mon soldiers but for a red star on the sleeve (which could easily be re- 
moved). Therefore, the POWs in the camps were subjected to systematic 
interrogation. Those identified as commissars were “singled out” and sent 
to the nearest concentration camp to be shot. Both the Kommissarbefehl 
and Heydrich’s Einsatzbefehle were highly questionable measures and 
most likely illegal from the point of view of international law. As early as 
15 November 1941, the two Einsatzbefehle were somewhat mitigated with 
Himmler’s approval: From now on, those singled out as commissars could 
be used for hard physical labor in the quarries instead of being shot. 

It is not known when the shooting of Soviet POWs (Russenaktion) at 
Sachsenhausen began; the earliest date mentioned is late August 1941. Our 
knowledge is exclusively based on the statements of former prisoners 
(Biige, Sakowski etc.) which often contradict each other and were probably 
made under duress. In mid-November 1941 the Russenaktion was allegedly 
stopped, presumably for two reasons: The revocation of Heydrich’s Ein- 
satzbefehle (15 November 1941) and the recent outbreak of typhus. Inci- 
dentally several German prisoners employed at the crematorium were 
among the first victims of the dread disease. During the Russenaktion they 
had sat on a heap of clothes belonging to shot Soviet soldiers and been in- 
fected by lice. Subsequently the camp was subject to a quarantine that last- 
ed several weeks. 


Soviet Propaganda 


Efficiently exploiting the Russenaktion, the relatively bad living conditions 
in the camps and the frighteningly high mortality among “normal” Soviet 
POWs, Soviet propaganda insinuated that the NS regime deliberately ex- 
terminated its captured soldiers of the Red Army. Of course Moscow’s 
propagandists remained silent about the fact that the treatment of the Rus- 
sian prisoners, who fared indeed much worse than Western POWs, was a 
direct consequence of Soviet policy. As early as 1919, the USSR had with- 
drawn from the 1907 Hague Convention, and the Soviet government never 
signed the 1929 Geneva Convention about the protection of prisoners of 
war. For this reason, the captured soldiers of the Red Army were not pro- 
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tected by these conventions, even if the universally recognized laws of 
humanity did apply to them. 

After the liberation of the Sachsenhausen Camp, Soviet operatives 
“fed” the former inmates with disinformation and atrocity propaganda 
about a huge slaughter of Soviet POWs. Rumors which had arisen during 
the war were now “confirmed” by “knowledgeable” former prisoners. 
German prisoners of war and prisoners of the NK VD were forced to make 
statements that they would never have made voluntarily. To what extent 
Soviet propaganda distorted the facts is demonstrated by the immensely 
exaggerated figures of victims bandied about by Moscow’s propagandists. 


The Number of Allegedly Shot Russian POWs According 
to Witnesses 


The Russenaktion was carried out in the northern sector of the Industriehof 
(industrial court) which was situated outside the camp triangle. A special 
part of the Industriehof was the so-called Holz- und Kohleplatz (wood and 
coal yard), which was protected from prying eyes by walls and buildings. 
According to the official history (which was later confirmed by former SS 
men before West-German Courts), the unsuspecting prisoners were 
marched into the barracks where they were placed in front of a supposed 
height-measuring device. Through an opening in the wall behind this de- 
vice, the victim was killed with a shot in the back of his neck by a man 
standing in the adjacent room, various SS-Blockfiihrer acting as execution- 
ers. 

The bodies of the victims were incinerated in four field crematoria that 
had been installed in front of the barracks and were surrounded by a wood- 
en fence. This grisly work was carried out by about eight German prison- 
ers. The overwhelming majority of the inmates were not allowed to enter 
the northern sector of the Industriehof and had no possibility whatsoever to 
witness the killings: Whatever they knew was based upon rumors. As is to 
be expected under these circumstances, the “eyewitness reports” are literal- 
ly teeming with improbabilities and contradictions. Nearly all “witnesses” 
claimed between 14,000 and 18,000 shooting victims, and some of them 
ventured even higher figures. In all likelihood, these “witnesses” had been 
instructed by Soviet operatives. 

After the end of the war, at least two former prisoners seemed very well 
informed about the Russenaktion: Emil Biige, who had worked at the Pris- 
oner Records Office where he had to register the admittees, and Paul Sa- 
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kowski, who had been one of the crematorium workers. Both men left very 
detailed written reports about what had transpired at the camp, and Sakow- 
ski entered the witness stand at the Berlin Sachsenhausen trial. Both of 
them mentioned the usual figure of 14,000 or more shot Russian POWs. It 
stands to reason that they had no choice, each of them subject to the mer- 
cies of one of the victorious powers. According to his own statements, 
Biige had worked “for the Americans”, which most probably means the 
Augsburg-based U.S. War Crimes Commission. Lonely, impoverished and 
no longer needed by the Americans, Emil Biige committed suicide in 1950. 

Paul Sakowski (born 1920), whom East German propaganda christened 
“the hangman of Sachsenhausen”, was arrested by the NKVD shortly after 
his liberation from the camp. In October 1947, he was among the defend- 
ants at the Sachsenhausen trial at Berlin-Pankow. Sakowski was sentenced 
to 25 years, which he served until the very last day, first at Workuta and 
later in East Germany. As he had been previously interned at Sachsen- 
hausen for six years, this man spent more than 31 years of his life behind 
prison bars. 

The case of SS-Scharfiihrer (Second Sergeant) Paul Waldmann starkly 
illustrates the means the Soviet agents resorted to in order to “prove” imag- 
inary figures of victims. Waldmann, who had been a driver for the Oran- 
ienburg SS, was sent to the Eastern Front in December 1941 where he un- 
interruptedly served until the retreat of the German forces to Berlin. On 2 
May 1945 he was taken prisoner by the Red Army near the “Zoo” Train 
Station’’ and transferred to Posen, where he was subjected to routine ques- 
tioning. The fact that he had served at Sachsenhausen obviously aroused 
the interest of his interrogators. On 10 June 1945, Waldmann signed a 
“confession”, stating that the Russenaktion, in which he had allegedly par- 
ticipated, had claimed the lives of no fewer than 840,000 (!) Soviet prison- 
ers. Although this preposterous figure was never put about by Soviet prop- 
aganda, it has survived because owing to an obvious error of the clerks in 
Moscow, it was filed among the Auschwitz documents (IMT Doc USSR- 
52) where it was rediscovered by Carlo Mattogno in 2003. Paul Waldmann 
disappeared without leaving any trace; presumably he met his fate in the 
GULAG. In February 1946, the clerks in Moscow had apparently not yet 
become aware of their error, because excerpts from Waldmann’s “confes- 
sion” were read by Soviet prosecutors Pokrovski and Smirnov at Nurem- 
berg and thus became part of the protocols of the Nuremberg trial as well.!° 
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The Number of Shooting Victims — Official Statements 


One of the earliest post-war documents about Sachsenhausen Concentra- 
tion Camp is the so-called prisoners’ report (Hdftlingsbericht) authored by 
Hellmut Bock. The report exists in seven or eight — more or less different — 
versions. The first version which was presumably completed on 7 May 
1945 is now lost, but an English translation has remained.'* There we read: 


“September — December 1941. 16,000 Russian prisoners, driven to- 
gether like cattle, were slaughtered. On the grounds of the industry- 
department four riding furnaces were standing so that the corpses could 
be cleared away uninterruptedly. Their ashes became the site for the 
new crematory. Before these people were murdered, they were beastly 
ill-treated. Music out of big loudspeakers deafened the shrieking of the 
victims.” 


Although this earliest version of the report was modified several times, the 
number of 16,000 murdered Soviet POWs was still the same when Hellmut 
Bock submitted the final, seventh version of the report to the Soviet Inves- 
tigation Commission.'° 

The head of the commission, Sharitch, slightly reduced this figure; on 
30 June 1945 he wrote in his report:'¢ 


“In September/October 1941, 13,000 to 14,000 Soviet prisoners of war 
were shot.” 


In the various drafts of the ESC about Sachsenhausen the figure of 14,000 
shot Soviet POWs regularly recurs.'’ On the other hand, the commission 
headed by Professor Prosorovski'® mentioned 20,000 shooting victims 
(January 1947), and in April 1961, when East Germany dedicated a Na- 
tional Memorial Site at Sachsenhausen, yet another figure (18,000) was 
claimed. 

Since the collapse of East Germany, these figures have been somewhat 
reduced. On the occasion of the 56th anniversary of the camp’s liberation it 
was declared”: 

“The so-called ‘Station Z’, called so by the Nazis, was the annihilation 

site of the Concentration Camp with a neck-shot facility, gas chamber 

and crematorium. In Fall 1941 at least 12,000 Soviet POWs were shot 
here.” 
Only four years later (2005) the Sachsenhausen Memorial Site wrote”: 

“In the months from September to November 1941, the Wehrmacht 

transported at least thirteen thousand Soviet prisoners-of-war to Oran- 

ienburg, where the Concentration Camps” Inspectorate organized the 
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entire operation for the murder of Soviet prisoners-of-war. More than 
ten thousand of these were murdered within only ten weeks in an auto- 
mated ‘head shot’ facility.” 


All these sources remained silent about the factual basis of their figures. 
Today, the official figures are obviously still based on the Soviet view of 
history as it was imposed after the War. 

To the best of our knowledge, the only attempt to determine the number 
of Soviet POWs shot at Sachsenhausen with any degree of accuracy was 
made by the district court of Cologne (K6ln) at the trial of Kaiser, et al. 
(1965).?! However, the verdict freely admitted: 


“Tt was not possible to ascertain the number of the shot Russians. There 
were no documents about this question.” 


All the same, the court quoted two sources it considered relatively trust- 
worthy: A compilation by the former Arbeits- und Rapportfiihrer Gustav 
Sorge and a statement made by the former camp elder (Lagerdilteste) Harry 
Naujoks who had been assigned to collect the identification tags of the 
Russian soldiers. Despite its initial reluctance to name a concrete figure, 
the court finally concluded: 


“Considering the possibility of further imprecisions, we can assume 
now as certain, that during the action from begin of September to mid 
of November 1941 at least 6,500 Russian POWs have been shot in 
Sachsenhausen Concentration Camp.” 


The Russian Commemorative Stone 


In November 2000 a relatively modest monument consisting of two black 
granite blocks was dedicated on the grounds of the former Sachsenhausen 
concentration camp by the foreign ministers of Russia and Germany, Igor 
Ivanov and Joschka Fischer. One of the stones bears a bronze plaque with 
the following inscription in Russian and German: 


“1941-1945. Remember every single one of the thousands of sons and 
daughters of the fatherland who were tortured to death at Sachsen- 
hausen Concentration Camp. The Government of Russia.” 


Thus, no explicit figure was mentioned, apparently because neither side 
desired to identify with the propagandistic figures still publicized by the 
media (10,000 to 18,000). Whether authentic German documents about the 
real number of victims of the Russenaktion still exist today (in Moscow or 
elsewhere) remains to be seen. 
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Summary 


In the nine years of its existence, Sachsenhausen Concentration Camp (in- 
cluding all satellite camps and outstations) claimed the lives of about 
22,000 male prisoners. In view of the fact that approximately 140,000 male 
deportees were sent (and registered) to this camp, this means that 15.7% of 
the prisoners perished. Compared to prison camps of other states, other 
wars and other times, such a percentage is unfortunately nothing extraordi- 
nary. 

This number does not comprise the female detainees who died in the 
satellite camps and the Soviet POWs who perished from “natural causes” 
or were shot. The real number of these victims deserves further research. It 
bears mentioning that 533 prisoners were killed during Allied air raids in 
1944/1945. After the Auer factories at Oranienburg had been bombed on 
15 March 1945, the dead bodies of 282 female prisoners were retrieved.” 
However, these tragic losses do not even remotely justify the propagan- 
distic figure of 100,000 victims. As to the number of prisoners who per- 
ished during the evacuation of the camp (the inmates were marched away 
in various columns), the existing information is very incomplete. Obvious- 
ly, these deaths cannot be ascribed to the conditions in the camp. Just like 
the German refugees who died on their flight from the Eastern provinces to 
the West, these victims succumbed to the horrible conditions prevailing as 
a consequence of the invasion and conquest of Germany. 


Abbreviations 


AS Sachsenhausen Archives 

BArch Bundesarchiv Berlin (Federal Archive, Berlin-Lichterfelde) 

FSB RF Federal Security Service of the Russian Federation 

GARF — Gosudarstvenniy Archiv Rossiskoy Federatsij (State Archive of the 
Russian Federation) 

GULAG_ Gosudarstvennaj Upravleniye Lagerej (State Administration of Camps) 

IfZ Institut fiir Zeitgeschichte, Munich (Institute for Contemporary History, 
Munich) 

NKGB__ Narodniy Kommisariat Gosudarstvennoy Besopasnosti (People’s 
Commission for State Security) 
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REVIEWS 


The Black Swan 


reviewed by Ezra MacVie 


The Black Swan, by Nassim Nicholas Taleb. Revised edition, Penguin 
Group, New York, 2010, 379 pp. 


his book is about the profound subjects of thinking, knowing, un- 

derstanding, and then acting (or just as often, refraining from act- 

ing) on understanding. While it concentrates on how to think, know, 
and understand, it necessarily, and very valuably, strays occasionally into 
what to think and know about. Its attainment of bestseller status is, accord- 
ing to the narrative I have constructed, based on its promises in the domain 
of prediction. But in its contemplations of prediction or, more accurately, 
preparedness, it (again, necessarily and most valuably) delves into predic- 
tion’s mirror-image — understanding the past — in ways that will gladden 
the heart and enrich the mind of every revisionist who engages in revision 
as a search for the truth. 

From its pages, an analogy of reverse-prediction, that is, understanding 
of what happened, or how things were (and no longer are) stands out 
among all the other recollections that ensue from reading this book. And 
that is the Story (my capitalization) of the Ice Cube. 

It posits the presence of a puddle of water, somehow known to the ob- 
server to be the runoff from the melting of a piece of ice — perhaps the con- 
sequence of a recent period. Gratuitously, I have added to the situation the 
specifications that what is known encompasses the exact period of time (in 
the past) that the ice cube melted, and even (from the volume of water ob- 
served) the amount of water the (Somehow known-to-have-existed) ice cu- 
be contained, and even where the ice cube was — an amount of knowledge 
seldom available in situations of observed moisture. What Taleb irrefutably 
points out is that even someone possessing all this unlikely knowledge 
would still remain utterly unable to reconstruct, even approximately, the 
specific shape of the piece of ice — where it protruded, and how much, and 
where it had recesses, and how deep these were, and so on and on in an 
infinitude of impossible specifications. 

And yet, pundits, seers, experts, and charlatans regularly attain high in- 
comes in our society from propounding just such “information” concerning 
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the factors and causes of recent 
past events, even while in many 
cases venturing with varying de- 
grees of assurance predictions as 
to what the purported present set 
of circumstances portends for 
those of us who managed to sur- 
vive the just-past debacle. Taleb 
explores such mass — and massive 
— gullibility somewhat tentatively, 
likely because Taleb is not a psy- 
chologist (nor a pundit, seer, ex- 
pert, nor charlatan), but rather, a 


Nassim Nicholas Taleb. Photo 


former securities trader who first available for public use. 
hit it big in 1987 with contrarian www.fooledbyrandomness.com/ 
positions that paid off enormously pictures.htm 


on the 23% swoon of the stock 

market that occurred in that year. It appears Taleb may again have scored 
in the 2008 financial crisis, if on no other evidence than that, in this book’s 
first edition (2007), he very clearly anticipated those developments in tell- 
ing detail. This review concerns the book’s second edition (2010), which 
includes a 96-page “Postscript Essay” that to my reckoning embodies 
something close to half the value of the overall work, at least for revision- 
ists. In it, Taleb dwells but little on past events that he can well claim to 
have predicted (he sniffs that he is more interested in future events than in 
past events, but this still leaves over a good deal of useful insight as to the 
less-favored direction of the arrow of time — the one of primary interest to 
revisionists). 

History, indeed, gains some very special treatment at the hands of this 
master of time and events, though he directs considerable opprobrium also 
to the fields of economics, monetary policy, regulation, the social sciences 
in general, and indeed academia en toto, to which he affixed the indelible 
label “organized knowledge,” echoing the term “organized religion.” His- 
tory, and many of the other “narrative disciplines” such as economics and 
the social sciences, are subject to what he styles the “narrative fallacy,” this 
being the complementary propensities of consumers (the public) and sup- 
pliers (experts) to produce and accept explanations of past and present 
conditions that: (a) accord well, or even perfectly, with the known condi- 
tions of the present; and (b) are but one or another among potentially mil- 
lions of narratives that could, with equal plausibility, explain those few 
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known results observable in the present day. That the favored narratives 
might have been selected by, or concocted for, any of numerous predispo- 
sitions to believe, or persuade, is so irresistible as not even to require men- 
tion. 

On Page 309 (of the paperback second edition), he reports first under 
the heading of “My Mistakes” (committed in the first edition): 


“The first fault was pointed out to me by Jon Elster. I had written that 
the narrative fallacy pervades historical analyses, since I believed that 
there was no such thing as a test of a historical statement by forecasting 
and falsification. Elster explained to me that there are situations in 
which historical theory can escape the narrative fallacy and be subject- 
ed to empirical rejection — areas in which we are discovering docu- 
ments or archeological sites yielding information capable of countering 
a certain narrative.” 


Indeed. Any revisionist might have told him the same thing, and Jon Elster 
turns out to be a Norwegian social and political theorist who has authored 
works in the philosophy of social science and rational choice theory. He 
evidently is not primarily known as any sort of revisionist, though for ob- 
vious reasons, I suspect he harbors a specific revisionist notion or two — 
among which, no doubt, are notions that he finds it best for his career not 
to announce or admit too noticeably, things being as they are. 

Taleb concludes the first section of his “My Mistakes” with the sen- 
tence, “Once again, beware of history.” This options-trader-turned-philoso- 
pher is showing a good hand indeed in the central issues that engage read- 
ers of INCONVENIENT HISTORY. He shows this good hand in many other 
matters of vital importance, as readers of his book will discover. 

But returning to the matter of history, or of the “just what really hap- 
pened here?” line of inquiry, Taleb adduces one other item that attracted 
the attention of this revisionist: the existence of one Helenus of Troy. This 
Helenus’s face most definitely did not launch any ships, as the famed Hel- 
en’s was said to have done, as Helenus was the son (not daughter) of King 
Priam and Queen Hecuba. In his own right, Helenus was a warrior of abil- 
ity befitting a prince, and of importance, too, as at one point the besieging 
Greeks captured him, and apparently tortured him for information. But 
Taleb ascribed to Helenus an ability of positively riveting interest: he was a 
reverse prophet. That is, according to Taleb, he possessed a gods-given 
ability to discern and report what happened in the past — in answer, no 
doubt, to the torrent of questions eternally arising in the minds of people 
who wonder just how things got to be the way they are. 
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I have been unable via other (secondary) sources to confirm Taleb’s re- 
port of Helenus’s special gift, but apparently it is described in The Iliad, 
which may in fact be the entire corpus of information about this figure of 
the ancient past. Taleb enjoys a reputation as a formidable scholar and as a 
polyglot to boot, being as he is fluent in French, English, Arabic (he is 
from Lebanon), Italian, and Spanish, and able to read texts in Greek, Latin, 
Aramaic, Hebrew, and the Canaanite script. No doubt, his information 
concerning Helenus is derived directly from text rendered in the original 
ancient Greek, and its absence from Wikipedia articles is a reflection on 
the “free encyclopedia” rather than on the veracity of Taleb’s disclosures. 

As the author noted, a Helenus in this present day would be a fine thing 
for us all to have — if some of us didn’t kill or otherwise silence him for 
saying things that displeased them, anyway. Wikileaks, among many other 
institutions, would instantly become very small potatoes, indeed. 

The Black Swan is about what we (think we) know, and how we get to 
thinking so — a subject known by the fancy name of epistemology. For the 
revisionist interested in the theory and mechanics of such vital processes — 
in which perforce every revisionist is in fact deeply involved — this book 
provides a profoundly rich reward of understanding. 
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The Gas Vans: A Critical Investigation 
Richard A. Widmann 


The Gas Vans: A Critical Investigation, by Santiago Alvarez and Pierre 
Marais, The Barnes Review, Washington, D.C., 2011, 390 pp., illustrated, 
with notes, bibliography, indexed. 


forgotten in the public mind and limited to minor entries in the 
most-important Holocaust tomes (gas vans are mentioned on 4 
pages out of 790 in Hilberg’s The Destruction of the European Jews and on 
7 pages out of 622 in Reitlinger’s The Final Solution). While they may 
seem unimportant to the broader Holocaust story, one must pause when 
one realizes that the Holocaust fundamentalists charge that as many as 
700,000 fell victim to these wheeled killing machines. Recognizing that the 
gas vans were charged with something greater than 10% of claimed Jewish 
Holocaust deaths, and with formerly key elements of the traditional story 
like the extermination camp at 
Majdanek being whittled away 
(total deaths have been reduced 
since 1944 from 1.7 million to 
some 60,000), it is a wonder that 
greater emphasis has not been 
placed on the gas van story. Revi- 
sionists, most notably Friedrich 
Berg and Ingrid Weckert have 
addressed the subject in various 
articles, but this volume repre- 
sents the first book-length treat- 
ment in English from either camp 
in the Holocaust controversy. 
According to the Preface of 
this edition, Alvarez had only in- 
tended to translate Pierre Marais’s 
French study Les camions a gaz SANTIAGO/ALVAREZ. + PIERRE MARAIS 
en question (The Gas Trucks PUBLISHED BY THE BARNES REVIEW 
Scrutinized) (1994) into English. 
Apparently while translating Ma- 


T he Gas Vans fills a significant gap in Holocaust literature, often 


A CRITICAL INVESTIGATION 


Cover reproduced with permission of 
Santiago Alvarez 
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rais’s work, the author noticed 
numerous errors as well as flawed 
and missing arguments. Also 
omitted, of course, was documen- 
tary material that only surfaced 
post-1994. The resulting manu- 
script had grown by 100%, and 
large sections of Marais’s text 


Fot.: Ing. W. Ocrley. 
were either rewritten or replaced Abb. 1. Saurer 5 BHw. mit Holzgasantrieb. 
and in some cases even deleted. A German wartime producer-gas- 


The Gas Vans is Volume 26 in truck from Saurer (Type 5 BHw, 
the Holocaust Handbook Series. It produced until 1935. It is argued that 
is arranged like many other vol- had the Germans intended to commit 
umes in the series — in a very de- ass murder with carbon monoxide, 
tailed format that appears exhaus- ‘Ney would have employed this gas 
tive and can indeed be quite ex- technology rather than the alleged 
hausting to the reader. Alvarez, by diesel exhaust. 
the way, notes that the current 
volume is far from complete as additional materials are held by the Zen- 
tralstelle in Germany and are inaccessible due to German censorship laws. 

While more readable than some of the other volumes in this series, it 
suffers from similar flaws. While technically there is an “Introduction,” the 
four pages labeled as such really do not introduce the topic historically. As 
the book begins, we are provided with criteria for a legal and a scientific 
investigation. The book would have been well served with the historical 
background for the subject, especially in this case, where so little is gener- 
ally known about gas vans. The book begins in a way that suggests that the 
author assumes that his readership is already fairly familiar with the litera- 
ture. 

Before the reader knows it, they are on a roller-coaster ride of lengthy 
quotes and the debunking of the same. Before long, we are already being 
treated to the topic of the toxicity of diesel exhaust gas. While important to 
the overall claims, the technical nature of this topic hardly seems to be 
something that would kick off such a volume. A long section follows 
which reviews relevant documents. Without much context, the documents 
are reviewed, oftentimes with reference to key revisionist arguments. 

The book continues with a consideration of court records from both the 
war and post-war period. Finally, the author addresses witness testimonies 
before reaching his conclusion. Essentially echoing an argument made by 
Friedrich Berg many years prior, Alvarez argues that the Germans were too 
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sophisticated to use such a crude makeshift solution for murdering people 
en masse as the gas vans. He goes on to discuss so-called producer-gas ve- 
hicles that were equipped with wood-gas generators as a much “better” 
alternative than what is asserted to have been used. It is interesting to con- 
sider whether such vehicles may have been created by the decidedly less 
sophisticated Soviets for the torture and murder of their political enemies. 
While there is some evidence that this may be the case, it remains incon- 
clusive whether the Soviets retroactively charged their own crimes, like the 
murder of Polish officers at Katyn, to their German enemies. 

Ultimately, Alvarez and Marais conclude “there are [...] no material 
traces of these vehicles and no photos.” There is little doubt that gas vans 
are simply one more evil Holocaust fairy-tale like the soap made from hu- 
man cadavers and lampshades made of human skin. Revisionists have 
thought this as early as 1948 when Francis Parker Yockey quipped, “a 
‘gasmobile’ was invented to titillate the mechanically minded.” Forty-five 
years later, Ingrid Weckert came to a similar conclusion in her treatment of 
the subject, “The Gas Vans: A Critical Assessment of the Evidence”: 


“On the whole, the evidence submitted for the ‘gas vans’ cannot be ac- 
corded any evidential value, and the claim that Germans had murdered 
thousands of human beings in ‘gas vans’ must be regarded strictly as 
rumor.” 


There is little chance that this book will find new converts to Holocaust 
revisionism. Unfortunately, even that hardcore group of revisionist com- 
pletionists who seek out this handsome and well-made volume will likely 
let this one sit on the shelf and gather dust after perusing the photos and 
pictures. Alvarez has made an in-depth analysis of an important topic; one 
almost completely ignored by both sides of the Holocaust debate, but has 
done so in a style that will likely result in its neglect. That is unfortunate, 
because the fall of this pillar of Holocaust mythology is long overdue. 


The Gas Vans may be purchased through: 


— The Barnes Review (USA) 
— Armreg Ltd (UK) 
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COMMENT 


Revisionism’s Final Victories 
Jett Rucker 


erhaps France fell first, in 1991, with its loi Gayssot. Then (or 

slightly before) fell Switzerland, Germany, Austria, Belgium, not 

necessarily in that order. All these countries, and of course Israel, 
have capitulated to historical revisionism in the most abjectly desperate 
manner imaginable: they now officially, with laws, threaten people who 
express certain views of recent history with fines and imprisonment for so 
doing. Specifically, these countries, and other countries by various devices, 
punish “Holocaust Denial” with the mechanisms originally emplaced for 
dealing with rapists, murderers, thieves, and other such perpetrators of 
death and destruction. 

They’ve all given up. They’ve given up on social disapprobation, 
they’ve given up on the wisdom of crowds, and they’ve given up on all 
pretense, otherwise dear to their regimes, of freedom of expression. 
They’ve fallen back on the scoundrel’s last recourse: legal prohibition — the 
very same device with which once the United States sought to contain De- 
mon Alcohol, and with which it, and other countries, continue to assault 
what might be styled “freedom to ingest.” 

Of course, it fails. It fails frequently and widely, and ironically, it exac- 
erbates its own failure in inciting, and even rewarding, those who contrive 
by various means — nowadays often the Internet — to circumvent and over- 
come its ostensibly intended effects. And, with regularity, it claims victims 
— examples for The Rest to behold — in the form of transgressors who are 
investigated, raided, accused, stripped of honors and degrees and liveli- 
hoods and even citizenships, and fined, and jailed, and publicly excoriated. 
In doing this, it creates not only opponents with massively reinforced wills 
to resist, but public martyrs as well — prisoners of conscience whose ante- 
cedent is none less than Jesus Christ himself, and the long trains of suc- 
ceeding martyrs in both Christianity and in other religions and causes, who 
form the panoply with which ultimately the rectitude of their causes can be 
more brilliantly illuminated for the inspiration of new recruits. 

Drug dealers thrown into prison could avail themselves of an idealistic 
basis for refuting the legitimacy of their incarceration by asserting their 
support for the right of people to acquire the substances of their choice for 
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introduction into their own bodies, 
but drug dealers seem not to do 
this. One reason for this might be 
the enormous profits that success- 
ful dealers enjoy from plying their 
trade, though in honest contem- 
plation, this factor does not in the 
slightest diminish the point. Those 
espousing a disapproved under- 
standing of history, on the other 
hand, serve a small and rather par- 
simonious “market” of  truth- 
seekers who, in the event, fail no- 
tably to enrich their purveyors. 
While, like drug dealers, revision- 
ists may be marginalized and dis- 
possessed by any of many means, 
they never attain anything resem- 
bling the wealth and opulent life- 
styles often seen among the pur- 
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Professor Robert Faurisson in a 
hospital bed following a near fatal 


veyors of chemical freedoms. attack by Zionist thugs on 16 
And one other critical differ- September 1989. 


ence: although often themselves 
the victims of violence, the purveyors of intellectual freedom as regards 
history never themselves employ violence — not even, in many recorded 
cases, the sorts of defensive violence that could protect their persons and 
their (meager) properties from assault by their violent detractors. In this, all 
revisionists of record resemble not only the Christian Son of God, but 
Gandhi, The Buddha, and many others whose influence ultimately has per- 
vaded both consciences and institutions to an extent that should give pause 
to those who undertake to oppose them. 

Those who oppose them, particularly in the ambit of this Holocaust 
matter, may have managed, indeed, to disguise themselves in the various 
cloaks under which the casual observer might infer, however indistinctly, 
the forces of righteousness, or of opposition to racism, or discrimination, or 
some other of the principles of civilization to which the virtuously inclined 
might fancy themselves to be devoted. 

This distinction — between those moved, on the one hand, by the impli- 
cations of tangible evidence and, on the other, by the interested confabula- 
tions of those who say they were there at that time — should be made by 
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those who wish to know what might have been done to whom, by whom, 
when, where, how, and even, in the best of worlds, exactly why. 

But, in numerous regulated regions, this is not to be. Superior forces — 
forces superior to the common man (or woman) — will stipulate what may 
be uttered to the public ear, and what may not. The rationales for such con- 
trol of thoughts are numerous. They encompass suppressing the re-emer- 
gence of a doctrine advanced by a political party under which Germany 
disastrously lost a genocidal war, spreading “false history,” “offending” 
various groups apparent within the polity, inciting intergroup disaffection, 
and on and on in such manner. 

They are all — as such measures always are — driven by an ulterior 
agenda. The agenda in this case encompasses not only the desire of a cohe- 
sive group to eternally wrap itself in the mantle of victimhood, but far 
more urgently, to enshroud in the same mantle the depredations that Israel 
has long visited on the natives of Palestine, the taxpayers of Germany and 
the United States, and, with the attainment of the capability to launch mis- 
siles with nuclear warheads from long-range submarines, the entirety of 
humanity that lives within 500 miles of any ocean. 

True history has its opponents, everywhere and always. It may, here and 
there, and now and then, also have its would-be adherents. These two 
communities, such as they may respectively be empowered, and motivated, 
and suppressed, and successful, eke out between their contentions, what is 
“known” and understood by those many whose interests place them be- 
tween the poles represented by the opposing camps. 

The interposition of law in favor of one side in this contest announces 
defeat on the part of the group so favored. 


Victory is documentably theirs. 


And inevitable defeat as well. 
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EDITORIAL 


Uncle Sam, May I? 
Jett Rucker 


he US elections this past November 6 were dominated by a close 

presidential race whose partisans, if not the candidates themselves, 

seemed to entertain mutually hostile visions of how government 
should proceed into the future. As is the American custom, however, myri- 
ad issues and candidates went before the electorate under the guise of “lo- 
cal” issues on the same occasion and, in fact, on the same ballots. And in- 
evitably, a few of these contests were actually bellwethers of issues of not 
just national, but in fact global import. 

Of these, the initiatives to legalize the possession and production of ma- 
rijuana stands out, not just in terms of its social/political/economic im- 
portance, but in the fact that in two states — Colorado and Washington — the 
private growing and use of marijuana has been decriminalized, at least so 
far as those two states’ law-enforcement apparatuses are concerned. 

The movement to legalize marijuana invites comparison with an Amer- 
ican project of almost a hundred years ago to prohibit the sale and con- 
sumption of alcoholic beverages, while at the same time it illuminates a 
panoply of profound human-rights issues as well the political maelstroms 
that occasionally arise in the ambit of the United States’ distinctive “feder- 
al” system of quaintly mischaracterized “sovereign states.” 

It has been little noted that the impetus for Franklin D. Roosevelt’s fa- 
mous emancipation of America’s tipplers was driven by his government’s 
desperate need for revenues, these having been deeply reduced by the rav- 
ages of the Depression that entered its third year in FDR’s first year (1933) 
in office. Repeal (of Prohibition) had been pushed since Prohibition’s first 
day by two groups, membership in both of which was claimed by many of 
the so-called “Wets.” The first group, the smaller, held that regulation of 
what people could ingest — or of alcohol, at any rate — was not a fit office 
of government; that people should be free in this as well as all other re- 
spects in which their actions did not hurt others. The numbers of this group 
became vastly greater as experience developed with the extensive evils and 
destruction that attended the enforcement of Prohibition. 


272 VOLUME 4, NUMBER 4 


Prohibition agents destroying barrels of alcohol 1921. Public Domain. 
Wikipedia.org 


The second group, far larger, even, than its considerable confessing 
membership, simply wanted to be able to drink, and/or or to purvey drinks, 
without breaking the law. Those advocating Prohibition, of course, like- 
wise fell into disparate categories celebrated even to the present day by 
contemporary analogies with the “Baptists and bootleggers” whose incon- 
gruous alliance sustained Prohibition long after its insufferable costs be- 
came apparent even to those who were happy if no drop of alcohol ever 
passed their lips. 

But this battle, not unlike today’s prohibition of marijuana and other 
recreational drugs, raged on endlessly until the federal government’s reve- 
nues were ravaged by the Depression, and Prohibition tumbled as wheat 
before the scythe of the government’s ravenous appetite for the people’s 
pelf. America’s federal system at that time displayed a spectacle that it has 
manifested on a number of occasions: various states anticipated the federal 
government’s Prohibition by voting themselves “dry” in considerable 
numbers before the national drought struck in 1933. This pattern also ap- 
peared, among other times, in states including women in their electorates 
before the 1920 Constitutional amendment requiring all states to do so, and 


INCONVENIENT HISTORY 273 


ORIGINAL 
LIQUOR PRESCRIPTION STUB 


E378812 


“sa 
E3878812 


= RIND OF iatoR—GUANETe ~~ OIRRETIONS 


VUUw NAME OF PATIENT 7 pate PREscRinED 


DATE PRESCAIORO 


VULU NAME OF PATIONT 


Apparss 


ROwoER winter 


PATIINTS 
ADDRESS 


city WATE 


TiCMENY FOR WHIEH PRESS RIDES 


KING AND GUANTITY OF LIGUON PHESCHINED 


MD,” 


“WEN TFUCC RAE 


ADDRESS 
a) 


~erkerr 


oi iGNATUR DATETILEED AND CANCHLEO SinihorAMe NUMER 


srone 
ADDNESS 


ci ‘grave VERuir NowoEn 


“oy : 


{2 Ce A ae ee ee ee ew 
= CLARE Wak Se ERS TREE SR 


t 


nuMOEn ~sTamar OY aa 
SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS. 

DO NOT REFILL OR TRANSFER UNDER PENALTY 9 7 cof 

——— ISSUED UNGER AUTHORITY OF THE _ 

[WA REOCRNAL, BPEL 


C) 
CoE RES RERON ACK 


This is an official government document from the 1920s, a Medicinal 
Alcohol form. This form was used during the American Prohibition to 
acquire prescription alcohol, usually whiskey, for strictly medicinal 
purposes. Public Domain. Wikipedia.org 


in states liberalizing permission for women to have abortions prior to the 
1973 Supreme Court decision striking down the laws in the laggard states 
that still restricted abortion in ways the Court deemed contrary to the dic- 
tates of the Constitution. 

Today, in a tax-revenue context not unlike that of the early Thirties, it 
appears that America’s rambunctious states are leading the charge for re- 
peal, a rolling-back of America’s long-standing War on Drugs that, com- 
pared with movement toward prohibition, is like driving a vehicle in re- 
verse compared with driving it forward. Or perhaps even a tractor-trailer 
(truck). Or a ship — it’s awkward, hazardous, and the driver’s ability to go 
exactly where he would like to is greatly impaired. 

This labored analogy arises from the fact that federal law applies 
throughout every state, including states that have vacated penalties on pos- 
session and use of marijuana from their statute books. And the War on 
Drugs has been a federal (as well as state) war at least since the Harrison 
Narcotics Tax Act of 1914. This means that possession and use of marijua- 
na continues to be (only) a federal crime in Colorado and Washington. 

And this, in turn, augurs for stand-offs such as did not attend the repeal 
of Prohibition, where sentiment for repeal seems to have been concentrated 
in cities, rather than having the statewide appeal demonstrated in the two 
“free” states mentioned, as well as a number of other states, notably Cali- 
fornia, in which production and use of marijuana is licensed for certain 
“medical” purposes and remains under the control of the practitioners 
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(chiefly doctors) who currently are licensed to authorize the purchase of 
prescription drugs. Although many states had their own Prohibitions, most 
predating the federal one, none of these repealed its Prohibition prior to the 
federal repeal, and Prohibition remained the de jure situation throughout all 
states, including those that had never prohibited alcohol in the first place. 

Today’s developments would not seem to presage an actual civil war 
between the federal government and those who wish to banish the federal 
War on Drugs from their territories. Armed confrontations between state 
and federal law-enforcement officers in the “free” states have been mooted, 
though, as the analogy of backing up a tractor-trailer rig was meant to il- 
luminate, the specific directions this conflict may take seem very hard to 
predict. Federal invasions of “free” states would seem hard to imagine, but 
the analogy holds. 

Federal Prohibition of alcohol was but 14 years old at its death, while 
the federal War on Drugs is almost 100 years old at this point. The alcohol, 
pharmaceuticals, and incarceration industries are fighting repeal tooth and 
nail, along with the “Baptists,” who continue to feel that the tragic destruc- 
tion and injustice of the War on Drugs is still justified to forfend the chaos 
that must arise if it is not waged with ever-mounting ferocity. 

And that’s the interesting thing about history: it keeps happening. 
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PAPERS 


The Rumbula Massacre 
A Critical Examination of the Facts, Part 1 


Thomas Kues 


1. The Rumbula Massacre in Mainstream Historiography 


Of the individual mass shootings of Jews perpetrated by German special 
units together with local auxiliary forces in the occupied parts of the Soviet 
Union and the Baltic countries in 1941-1944, the one at Babi Yar near Ki- 
ev on 29-30 September 1941 is undoubtedly the best known. This massa- 
cre reportedly claimed the lives of 33,771 Jews, although the evidentiary 
basis for this figure has been disputed.' In the shadow of Babi Yar, Holo- 
caust historians list a number of five-figure mass shootings or repeated 
shootings at special “extermination sites”, such as Paneriai (Ponary) near 
Vilnius, Fort IX in Kaunas, Maly Trostenets near Minsk (sometimes re- 
ferred to as an “extermination camp’),? the Drobitski Yar ravine near 
Kharkov, Bronnaya Gora near Baranovichi, and the Rumbula site on the 
outskirts of Riga, where during two mass shootings, one on 30 November 
1941 and another on 8 December 1941, the vast majority of the Jews in the 
Riga ghetto, a total of some 25,000 people, were reportedly massacred by 
police units under the command of the Higher Leader of the SS and Police 
(HSSPF) in Reichskommissariat Ostland, Friedrich Jeckeln. Jeckeln is ac- 
cused of having previously carried out the mass shooting at Babi Yar, and 
on 27-28 August 1941 before that the Kamenets-Podolsky massacre 
which, with 23,600 reported victims, is claimed to be the first of the sever- 
al purported five-figure massacres of Jews during the German occupation 
of Soviet territory. 

In this study, I will focus on the Rumbula incidents, which have hitherto 
received no attention from revisionist historians. I will examine the report- 
ed events at Rumbula in light of the available documentary sources, the 
demographic evidence, and, most important, the material evidence. In con- 
nection with the demographic-statistical aspect as well as the discussion of 
certain German documents I have also found it necessary to include longer 
forays into the fates of the Jews in the rest of Latvia. 

What then have the Holocaust historians to say about the events at 
Rumbula? The entry on the Riga ghetto in a voluminous encyclopedia of 
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ghettos and camps which appeared in the United States in 2012 sums up 
the events as follows: 


“On the order of the Higher SS and Police Leader Ostland, Friedrich 
Jeckeln, almost half of the ghetto inhabitants, more than 11,000 people, 
were murdered on November 30, 1941, by units of the German Order 
Police in Rumbula in a wooded area about 10 kilometers (6 miles) from 
the ghetto. Jeckeln and his staff planned this mass killing. The Jews re- 
siding at those addresses selected for the Aktion received instructions 
to gather at the ghetto’s central square early in the morning; from there 
they were escorted to the killing site. 

During this Aktion a rather unexpected incident happened. By this time 
the deportations of Jews from Germany to the Riga ghetto had already 
commenced. The first transport of 1,000 Berlin Jews arrived in Riga on 
the morning of November 30, 1941. Jeckeln decided to kill these indi- 
viduals together with the Latvian Jews on his authority, without orders 
from Berlin. Dr. Rudolf Lange, the head of the Security Police in Lat- 
via, refused to participate in the killing of German Jews without a spe- 
cific order from the Reich Security Main Office (RSHA), and he with- 
drew his men from the Aktion. The first part of the extermination of the 
inmates of the Riga ghetto therefore took place solely under Jeckeln’s 
direction. The Order Police carried out the shooting without the sup- 
port of the Security Police. 

The second Aktion, aimed at killing most of the remainder of the Riga 
ghetto Jews, followed on December 8, 1941, again at the Rumbula For- 
est site. This time no German Jews were among the victims, and the Se- 
curity Police actively participated in the massacre. The victims of this 
shooting numbered more than 14,000 people, and the total number of 
Latvian Jews killed in these two Aktions was at least 25,500. Those 
spared were mostly men and some younger women who were healthy 
enough to work and had been moved to a separate part of the ghetto on 
the evening of December 7, just before the second Aktion.” 


Bernhard Press briefly describes the events of 30 November 1941 as fol- 
lows:* 


“The people were driven down Sadovnikova Street and Ludzas Street 
and then out of the ghetto along Maskavas Street, kilometer after kilo- 
meter upstream [the Daugava River], until they finally reached their 
destination, which was named Rumbula [...]. Rumbula, which until that 
day had been only a tiny railroad station, a point on the map, became 
during those days a meaningful name in the history of the extermination 
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of the Jews, just as the forest of Bikernieki had been previously and the 
Kaiserwald concentration camp was to be subsequently. Here mass 
graves had been dug in the forest, which was surrounded by soldiers. 
Anyone who had reached this place alive suddenly realized in a flash 
what awaited him or her. In the bitter frost, everyone had to undress, 
lay their clothes in separate piles, and wait for the bullet that was des- 
tined for them, while in the meantime new columns were arriving con- 
stantly and the buses driving back and forth brought in new victims. 
According to the eyewitness A. Baranovskis, the Rumbula station chief, 
the action began at 8:15 A.M. on November 30 and ended at 7:45 P.M. 
the same day. On that day more than 15,000 people were slaughtered 
by the Gestapo and the Latvian police. {...] 

The arrival of the transports [of Reich Jews] was not at all convenient 
for the Gestapo, because the reception camps at Salaspils (Kurtenhof) 
and Jumpravmuiza (Jungfernhof) were still not finished and there were 
still Latvian Jews in the Riga ghetto. The first of these transports ar- 
rived in Riga on November 29, 1941, and the Gestapo decided to liqui- 
date it immediately in view of the aforementioned difficulties it would 
have had lodging it. The same night the German Jews, about 1,000 
people, were brought to Rumbula, where preparations for exterminat- 
ing the Jews of Riga had already begun, and shot on November 30 be- 
fore the execution of the Riga Jews had started. This unforeseen opera- 
tion led to a delay in the execution of the first Jews who arrived {...].” 


Latvian-American historian Andrew Ezergailis stresses the particular 
“Jeckeln method” allegedly used to implement the mass killing: 


“In planning the massacre, Jeckeln adapted the system he had devised 
in Ukraine for the specific conditions in Riga. The system involved de- 
tailed planning, subdividing the assignment into manageable parts, and 
then selecting a specialist in each area. As Jeckeln’s aide Paul Degen- 
hart testified, there were nine aspects to the system: 1) SD men inside 
the ghetto drove the people out of the houses; 2) the Jews were orga- 
nized in 500-person columns and brought by train to the killing grounds 
(actually they were driven on foot in 1,000-person columns); 3) the Or- 
der Police led the column to Rumbula; 4) the killing was done simulta- 
neously in three pits; 5) the victims were undressed and their the valua- 
bles collected on the way to the pits; 6) an inner and an outer gauntlet 
were formed to drive the people to the pits; 7) the victims were be driv- 
en [sic] directly into the pits, saving the labor of moving the bodies; 8) 
Russian submachine guns were used, because the clip had fifty bullets 
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Polotsk, Vitebsk and Smolensk); 4) Mass shooting site (Bf. = Bahnhof = 
railway station) 


and could be set on single shots; 9) the victims lay face down in layers, 
after which the marksman would kill them with a bullet in the back of 
the head. This method has been referred to as Sardinenpackung (‘sar- 
dine packing’), and even some of the EG operatives were horrified by 
its cruelty.” 
We will return later to the issue of Jeckeln’s “sardine packing” method. 
The “Jeckeln method” presumably ensured a killing rate that was nothing 
less than astonishing, as described by Ezergailis in another study:° 


“The killing was done by a twelve-man team that Jeckeln personally se- 
lected from his retinue, drivers, and bodyguards. While six men rested, 
the other six worked both sides of the pits. The killing was done with 
Russian (according to some witnesses Finnish) submachine guns set to 
fire single shots. [...] 
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The killing started at 8:00 in the morning and lasted until 7:00 at night, 
three hours after nightfall. Remarkably, the twelve-man killing unit 
managed to murder 12,000 people per day. The Jeckeln method of kill- 
ing even surpassed the killing rates in the death-camp factories. To kill 
25,000 people in two 10-hour days, it meant that 1,250 were killed per 
hour; or 21 per minute, or one person every three seconds. Each 
marksman killed more than 2,000 people during the two days. In com- 
parison, using the Stahlecker method [of Einsatzgruppe A] in Liepdja, it 
took three days, from 13-17 December, to kill 2,749 people. At Rumbu- 
la more people were killed every three hours.” 


Most remarkable indeed. Not only must each of the twelve marksmen have 
been a virtual killer robot, able to murder men, women and children for 
hours on end, at least 200 victims per hour or 3.3 victims per minute or 1 
victim every 18 seconds (assuming that each marksman rested for half of 
the “working day”), reloading his gun after every fifty shots, rarely or nev- 
er missing a shot, and apparently remaining unaffected by the noise from 
the weapons and screams of the victims as well as the recoils from his 
weapon, but the victims must have acted like a uniform mass of drugged 
sheep, not putting up any resistance in the face of death, or even behaving 
in a panicky manner. Can the scenario painted by Ezergailis really be be- 
lieved? 


2. Early Reports on the Massacre 


Before we begin our analysis of the demographic and statistical aspects of 
the Rumbula massacre we will take a brief look at what was reported of it 
during the war years. It is indeed quite remarkable how little, if anything, 
was reported. Take for example the Contemporary Jewish Record, an am- 
bitious American-Jewish journal issued six times a year which in each is- 
sue presented a lengthy chronicle of news concerning Jewry worldwide 
during the preceding two months, drawing its sources from press and news 
bureaus the world over as well as reports from various Jewish organiza- 
tions. In its issue of February 1942, chronicling the period November— 
December 1941, the journal merely noted that in early November the Ger- 
mans had canceled all labor permits held by Jews, that Jews attempting to 
leave the Riga ghetto would be executed and that the Riga Jews were al- 
lowed only half the quantity of food allotted to the rest of the city’s inhab- 
itants.’ In the issue of April 1942 it was reported that the Germans had 
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placed a number of ghettos in the occupied eastern territories under quaran- 
tine because of failure to check the spread of epidemics, and that they “had 
ceased taking Jews from Kaunas, Wilno, Riga, Tallin and Dwinsk to forced 
labor’’. It was also noted that “over 30,000 Jews” had disappeared from the 
Lithuanian capital of Vilnius (Wilno/Vilna) “since German occupation last 
summer” and that it was “believed that half [of the disappeared Jews] are 
now in labor camps on the Soviet front, and the remainder have either been 
interned or executed” — a picture greatly at odds with the original version 
of events — but nothing was mentioned of the similar “disappearance” of 
most of the Riga Jews.’ Only in the August 1942 issue was there a hint of 
massacres of Latvian Jews, although Riga went unmentioned:? 


“In Latvia, a June 15 release revealed, over 25,000 Jews, a quarter of 
the pre-war population, had been slain by Nazis in the four days follow- 
ing evacuation of Soviet forces last year.” 


This “revelation” is, as shown below in my discussion of the Einsatzgrup- 

pen and Stahlecker reports, completely at odds with the official version of 

events, which would have it that less than 1,000 Latvian Jews were killed 

during the first week of occupation. Moreover, since the events at Rumbula 

took place in late November/early December 1941 they could hardly have 

been confused with any events which took place in the preceding summer. 
In the issue of December 1942 it was reported:'° 


“The situation of the Latvian Jews was reported increasingly difficult, 
while a portion of the Jews from the Riga ghetto have been deported to 
south-eastern Poland. A second ghetto was recently opened in Widau.”’ 


Mainstream Holocaust historiography needless to say knows nothing of 
deportations of Latvian Jews to “south-eastern Poland” — which, based on 
the map of Poland before the war, could well be taken to mean Galicia or 
Volhynia (both in present-day Ukraine). The mention of the opening of a 
“second ghetto”!! in “Widau” — no doubt a misprint for Windau, the Ger- 
man name of Ventspils, a town in western Latvia, is also highly curious, 
given that the Jewish population of this town and the surrounding region 
are claimed to have been exterminated in the autumn of 1941. 

The issue of February 1943 carried the following highly interesting no- 
tice: 


“Systematic deportation of all Jews who remained in Latvia, including 
those brought from Germany, Holland and Belgium was reported Nov. 
19. The first step in the policy of extermination was taken Nov. 28, 
1941, according to the Manchester Guardian (Oct. 30), when the Nazis 
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established an ‘inner ghetto’ in Riga, and began to use the main ghetto 
as a transit camp for Jews from Central Europe.”’ 


Holocaust historians of course know nothing of deportation of Dutch and 
Belgian Jews to Latvia or any other location in the occupied eastern territo- 
ries. What is most important to us here, however, is the date on which the 
“first step in the policy of extermination”, consisting of the establishment 
of an “inner ghetto” in Riga, took place according to the British newspaper: 
28 November 1941. This is indeed the date on which the liquidation of the 
western section of the Riga ghetto began,’ followed just a few days later 
by the reported first mass shooting at Rumbula. Following this event, the 
remaining Latvian Jews were housed in the northern section of the ghetto, 
between the streets of Kalna and Ludzas, whereas the southern section, 
between the streets Ludzas and Maskavas, came to be inhabited by Jewish 
deportees from the Reich and the Protectorate of Bohemia and Moravia.'4 

The Manchester Guardian article was also referenced by the following 
notice in the JTA Daily News Bulletin on 20 November 1942 (datelined 
“London, Nov. 19”):!5 


“Jewish relief organizations here today received information that all 
Jews living in the ghetto in Riga, Latvia, are being deported to Nazi- 
held Russian territory and that the Nazi administration has decided to 
make Latvia ‘judenrein’ within the next few weeks. 

Jews from Holland, Belgium and Germany who were deported to the 
Riga ghetto are among those being sent further east. Neutral non-Jews 
who visited the Baltic States recently attempted to ascertain to where 
the Jews from the Riga ghetto were being exiled, but no information 
could be secured from the local non-Jewish population which is afraid 
to furnish any information about the fate of their former Jewish neigh- 
bors. Letters sent to Jews in the Riga ghetto from neutral countries have 
been returned recently stamped with a notice from the postal authorities 
that the recipient has ‘left for the East.’ 

The Manchester Guardian publishes a comprehensive survey of the 
Jewish situation in Latvia revealing that large transports of Jews were 
sent to the Riga ghetto from Berlin, Cologne, Dusseldorf and other 
German cities. ‘The fate of these German Jews is not known since they 
were also deported recently from the ghetto in Riga to some unknown 
destination,’ the English paper writes. It estimates that only 4,000 Riga 
Jews were Still left in the ghetto after the terrible massacres carried out 
by the Nazis in the Latvian capital. Before the Nazi occupation there 
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were about 50,000 Jews in Riga, constituting one-half of the entire Jew- 
ish population in Latvia.” 


Due to its importance, I will here reproduce the 30 October 1942 Manches- 
ter Guardian article in full:!° 


“FATE OF THE JEWS IN LATVIA 

Another Chapter in the Record of Nazi Savagery 

From our Special Correspondent 

Since the occupation of Latvia by the Germans at the beginning of the 
Russian campaign in June and July, 1941, the Jews of that country have 
been known to be in acute danger. Owing largely to the extraordinary 
precautions taken by the invaders to prevent the leakage of information, 
reliable details about the fate of the Jewish population have only re- 
cently become available. The facts now revealed conform in every par- 
ticular to the all-too-familiar pattern of German persecution. 

On June 16, 1941, the retreating Russians collected together between 
two and three thousand Jews and sent them to the Russian interior. 
These, however, represented but a small proportion of the total Jewish 
population of Latvia, which was estimated at approximately 100,000 
persons. Of these about 32,000 lived in Riga. The Germans entered Ri- 
ga on July I and forthwith laid hands on Jews and compelled them to 
do various menial tasks. This continued for several days, the Jews being 
seized upon wherever they appeared. With one exception there was as 
yet no organised anti-Semitic drive. The exception was provided by the 
Latvian auxiliary police, a body evidently open to German influence 
even before the invasion. Members of this band on the night of July 3-4 
forced their way into numerous Jewish houses and flats in Riga, looting 
wherever they went. 


MIGRATION AFTER POGROM 

By the end of July the ‘system’ had begun to work and most of the male 
Jews of Riga had been herded into labour groups. During August large 
numbers of women were also conscripted to work for the Germans. 
Meanwhile an organised pogrom in the provinces had caused the 
deaths of literally thousands of Jews. There were frequent instances of 
the only Jewish family in a particular village being completely wiped 
out either by the Germans or by their Latvian auxiliaries. Consequently 
there began a great migration towards Riga, evidently inspired by the 
hope that conditions might be better in a more densely populated area. 
Large numbers of those who set out never reached their goal and those 
who did were doomed to bitter disillusionment, for at the beginning of 
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September the Germans announced their intention of setting up a ghetto 
in the Moscower suburb, into which all the Jews in Riga would have to 
go. They were evicted from their homes during the first three weeks of 
October and on the 25th of that month the ghetto was sealed with a 
fence of wood and barbed wire. 


GHETTO OVERCROWDING 

Terrible scenes accompanied this mass ‘evacuation.’ The victims were 
allowed to bring with them from their homes one chair per person, one 
bed for every two persons, a table and a cupboard per family. Accom- 
modation in the ghetto was theoretically allotted on the basis of three 
square yards of ground room to each person but it did not work out in 
practice. As a rule about sixteen persons had to share a comparatively 
small room, sleeping five in a bed. Foodstuff and rations, such as they 
were, were distributed from seventeen shops. The administration of the 
ghetto was placed in the hands of a council, selected from prominent 
members of the Jewish community in Latvia. (The names of those com- 
prising the council are in the possession of your correspondent.) In ad- 
dition to their own and the Latvian police the Germans installed a corps 
of Jewish police in the ghetto. 

Every morning 16,000 Jews left the ghetto in columns for their place of 
labour. Some did restoration work, some worked for units of the Ger- 
man Army or the S.S., while others were employed in the industry. They 
received no recompense whatever, and as all the inmates of the ghetto 
had to pay for their own food their physical condition deteriorated as 
time went on. 

On November 28 the Germans decreed that a section of the ghetto was 
to be reserved for occupation by some 4,000 Jews engaged on work for 
the Army and the S.S. These were duly separated from their families, 
incarcerated in the ‘inner ghetto’ and surrounded by additional barbed 
wire entanglements. A further order was issued on November 29 by 
which only able-bodied men between the ages of 18 and 60 were to re- 
main in the camp, the others being transferred over a period to sepa- 
rate ‘lagers.’ 

The four thousand of the ‘inner ghetto’ were still there in June of this 
year. As for the main ghetto, it remained empty for a few days only, af- 
ter which came new arrivals — Jewish deportees from Germany, includ- 
ing many from Berlin, Cologne, and Diisseldorf. By the end of June they 
too had departed no one knows whither. The gates of the ghetto were 
open again in readiness for more human victims.” 
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Aside from the claim that only 2—3,000 Jews had left the country by the 
time Latvia was occupied, the historiographically unknown — and rather 
improbable — assertion about a “great migration” of provincial Latvian 
Jews to Riga in August 1941, and the factually incorrect claim that the 
Jews deported to Latvia from the Reich had all been evacuated from the 
Riga ghetto by June 1942, the “special correspondent” of the Manchester 
Guardian displays a remarkably detailed and accurate knowledge of the 
Riga ghetto: he is aware not only of the Jewish ghetto police, but of the 
approximate number of Latvian Jews remaining in the “inner ghetto” (their 
actual number as of February 1942 was 4,358, see Section 2 below), that 
many of the Reich Jewish deportees came from Berlin, Cologne, and Diis- 
seldorf,'’ and that some 16,000 Riga Jews were employed as forced labor 
prior to the partial liquidation of the ghetto (in October 1941 a total of 
15,650 Jews in the ghetto were classified as “‘able to work”).'® 

Therefore the fact that the correspondent does not state that the Jews 
evacuated from the ghetto at the end of December were murdered is all the 
more extraordinary. While they are spoken of as “victims”, their fate is 
portrayed as the same as that supposedly suffered by the Reich Jews (“they 
too had departed no one knows whither’’) — that is, deportation to an un- 
known destination. While one may, by help of the usual Holocaust exege- 
sis, detect here an implication that evacuation from the ghetto equalled 
death, the most important issue remains: How could the correspondent 
know so much about the history of the ghetto up to at least spring 1942, but 
then know nothing whatsoever about the Rumbula massacre nearly a year 
after the alleged event? 

In the Contemporary Jewish Record issue of August 1943 it was noted 
that from “London word came on June 9 that [the famous Jewish historian] 
Simon Dubnow, 81, was executed in Riga, Latvia, on Dec. 1, 1941”,!° but 
this is not mentioned in the context of a larger massacre of Riga Jews. 

Only in the issue of December 1943 was it first reported by the Con- 
temporary Jewish Record that a large part of the Jews in occupied Latvia 
had been exterminated by the Germans: 


“Earlier reports that wholesale slaughter by the Nazis had wiped out 
huge numbers of the Jewish population of Latvia, estimated at 94,000 in 
prewar days, were confirmed by an eyewitness account published in the 
Swedish paper Ny Dag, on Sept. 1. Surviving Jews were working in war 
industries on starvation rations, but mass executions still continued 
among deportees from abroad. 
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Some 80,000 Jews were said to have been murdered near Chiube, in the 
woods between Rumbula and Alaspile. Only a few Jews out of 44,000 
remained in Riga, and none at all in Daugavpils, Rezekne or Ludza.”’ 


The “earlier reports” had not been reproduced by Contemporary Jewish 
Record, probably because they were not deemed sufficiently reliable. Here 
the name of Rumbula is mentioned for the first time by the journal. 
“Alaspile” is most likely a corruption of Salaspils, which is located some 
kilometers to the east of Rumbula. The article from the Swedish Com- 
munist newspaper Ny Dag, published on 26 August 1943, stated:° 


“During the winter 1941-1942 the Germans deported to Riga Jews 
from Austria, Czechoslovakia, France, and other occupied countries 
and executed them together with Jews from Riga in the pine forest at 
Cuibe, between the stations of Rumbula and Salaspils.”’ 


On 24 July 1944 the JTA Daily News Bulletin carried the following no- 
tice:! 


“A Latvian Jewish woman, who arrived in Sweden recently after hiding 
from the Gestapo for a year-and-a-half, gave an eye-witness account 
today of the massacre of Latvian Jews by the Germans and also submit- 
ted a list of the 24 persons responsible for the atrocities. 

The woman, Selma Anderson, whose family name before her marriage 
was Shebshelovitz, was saved from the Riga ghetto in November, 1941, 
on the eve of a wide-spread massacre, by Alexander Anderson, whom 
she subsequently married. They lived in Latvia for more than a year, 
under the noses of the Gestapo. 

At the outbreak of the war, Mrs. Anderson was a student at the English 
College in Riga. After the German occupation she was forced to work 
in the ruins of the bombed sections of Riga, and later as a kitchen maid 
in S.S. headquarters. In October, 1941, she was placed in a ghetto to- 
gether with her parents, Josif and Emma. Here, seven persons had to 
live in a room nine yards square. 

She reveals that in the first weeks of the occupation 26,000 Jews were 
murdered in the provinces, and the rest fled to Riga where further thou- 
sands were killed. Latvian guards fired into the ghetto houses at ran- 
dom, daily, killing hundreds. Many were beaten to death. Women were 
raped. Some Latvian policemen, students, hooligans and dregs from the 
Riga underworld participated in the atrocities. 

About 15,000 Jews were killed in the first wholesale massacre in Riga, 
in the courtyard of the Qadrat [sic] Rubber Co. factory outside the city, 
on November 27, 1941. Several thousand were murdered in a second 
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massacre on December 7. After that only Jews employed in the German 
war factories remained in the ghetto, which was finally liquidated in the 
autumn of 1943, when the survivors were taken to Kaizerwald. Their 
fate is not known.” 


This “Selma Anderson” is Selma or Selda Sebelovicz (also transliterated 
Schepschelovitz), a young Latvian Jewess who, after living under a false 
identity in the home of a Latvian officer, Janis Vabulis, and working in the 
offices of the Arajs Commando — which functioned as an auxiliary unit 
under Einsatzkommando 2 — escaped to Sweden in April 1944.2 Both 
SebSelovicz and Vabulis, who had married the former and escaped with her 
to Sweden, had contacts with pro-Soviet elements in Sweden.” It is highly 
remarkable that SebSelovicz did not place the massacre of the Riga ghetto 
Jews in the forest at Rumbula, or in any other of the forests surrounding 
Riga, but in a factory courtyard. Kvadrats is an industrial area in the 
Kengarags city district housing the factory of the Baltijas Gumijas Fabrika 
(Baltic Rubber Factory). It is located on the right side of Maskavas Street 
facing south and by the Daugava River, some 2.5 km west-north-west of 
the Rumbula mass-shooting site. 

The propagandists of the Soviet Union also made a few statements on 
massacres of Riga Jews during the war. In a “Statement issued on Decem- 
ber 19, 1942, by the Information Bureau of the People’s Commissariat for 
Foreign Affairs of the U.S.S.R. on “The execution by Hitlerite authorities 
of the plan to exterminate the Jewish population in the occupied territory of 
Europe’” we read the following: 


“Soon after their invasion the Hitlerites shot more than 60,000 Jews in 
Riga, including many who had been brought from Germany, carrying 
out the shootings almost continuously. Parties of 300 to 400 persons 
were taken to an island in the western Dvina River (Drucava), eight 
miles from Riga, and also to the highway leading from Riga to Daugav- 
pils. 
Whole families were shot. Children were snatched from their mothers’ 
arms and murdered before their eyes or thrown alive into pits and 
ditches dug beforehand. There are now no more than 400 Jews in Riga, 
living in a ghetto surrounded by barbed wire, access to which is prohib- 
ited. This group of Jews is doomed to death by starvation and is slowly 
dying out.” 

The “highway leading from Riga to Daugavpils” is Maskavas Street, 

whereas Dvina is the Russian name for the Daugava River, which flows 
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through Riga. “Drucava” is most likely a corruption of Daugava, as there 
exists no other island in the river in the Riga region with a similar name. 

One of the earliest sources on the liquidation of the Riga ghetto was a 
report left in Geneva on 1 October 1942 by Gabriel Ziwjan (Ziwian), a 
young Jew (b. 1923) who had escaped from the ghetto in December 1941. 
The reported was drafted for representatives of the World Jewish Congress 
in Bern, which subsequently submitted it to the US Consul in Geneva. The 
relevant part of it reads:* 


“Such was the situation until November 28th. On that date an order 
was issued according to which a certain part of the Ghetto was to be 
cleared from its inhabitants. All Jews who had been living so far in this 
part of the Ghetto were to be placed in the other part. The district thus 
cleared was again separated by a fence and was called the ‘small Ghet- 
to.’ The intention was that all men working for the German authorities 
outside the Ghetto should live in [the] future in this newly established 
‘small Ghetto.’ The women and families of these men were to remain in 
the old, so-called ‘large Ghetto’ which of course was now smaller than 
before. 

On November 29th, an additional order was issued, saying that all men 
able for work and between the age of 18 and 60 years had to line up in 
a street near the newly established small Ghetto on November 30th, 
while the rest of the population would be sent to camps. Each person 
was allowed to take along 20 kg. of luggage. On November 30th, the 
announced selection among the male population took place. All people 
over 60 and all people ill or disabled were sent home to the Large 
Ghetto and also all doctors were sent home. The result of the selection 
was that as from November 20th, about 4,000 men were settled in the 
‘Small Ghetto.’ [...] 

In the night of November 30th, all people living in one part of the Large 
Ghetto, numbering 8,000, were assembled. They had their luggage of 
20 kg with them. They had to stand there during the whole night without 
shelter and in the early hours of the morning of December Ist, they 
were led away by Latvian auxiliary police under German supervision. 
They had to pass along the fence which separated the Large Ghetto 
from the ‘Small Ghetto,’ so that the men inside the ‘small Ghetto’ were 
seeing what was going on. During their march, the group of 8,000 was 
treated with the utmost brutality. Those who were unable to keep pace 
were Shot. The group of 8,000 was led to the woods, the so-called wood 
of Bickern and the wood near Zarnikau and there all the 8,000 were 
shot. 
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After this mass-execution, only 16,000 Jews remained in the old Ghetto. 
In the following week nothing special happened. Only 800 women were 
arrested some day, 400 were imprisoned while the other 400 returned 
some time later to the Ghetto. 

On December 7th, an order was issued that all women had to be at 
home by 7 o'clock in the evening. In the night of December 7th to De- 
cember 8th, the 16,000 people still in the old Ghetto were assembled 
and taken away, just like the 8,000 a week before. 

According to a statement of the commander of the Latvian Ghetto- 
guard who later told about these things to some people with whom he 
took drinks, the 16,000 people were led to the woods. Russian prisoners 
of war had to dig trenches 3 to 4 meters deep. Then the men were sepa- 
rated from the women and children, each group standing to one side of 
the trenches. Anything of any value they possessed had to be laid down 
at a certain spot. Then the 16,000 had to undress so that the men were 
completely naked while the women were allowed to keep their shirt. All 
the clothes had to be put down and were collected by the police. Then 
the naked men were ordered to lie down in the trenches after which 5 or 
6 German soldiers with machine-guns arrived and shot the men lying in 
the trenches. The next group had to lie down on the bodies and was shot 
in the same way. Women and children suffered the same fate. 

That is how the rest of the population of the larger Ghetto of Riga was 
killed in the night from December 7th to December Sth, 1941. This re- 
port coming from the Latvian Ghetto-commander was later confirmed 
by a number of members of the Latvian police who were present.” 


In an attachment to his report Ziwjan further stated:° 


“The statement concerning the execution of the Jews of Riga, who were 
taken away from Riga in the nights of November 30th to December Ist 
and from December 7th to December 9th |...| is based on a conversa- 
tion I have had personally at the end of December 1941, with Captain 
OZOLIN, Commander of the Latvian Ghetto guard, to whom I had been 
introduced as a Latvian by Mr. Janis Dulebo of Riga, who has helped 
me in hiding outside the Ghetto. All the facts I have mentioned in the 
report with regard to the execution of the Jews of Riga have been com- 
municated to me by Mr. Ozolin.” 


It is rather remarkable that Ziwjan and, supposedly, his informer Ozolin, 
identified the site of the massacre as the Bikiernieku Forest, since this is 
located some 5-6 km north-north-west of Rumbula. “Zarnikau” is most 
likely a corruption’ of Carnikava, a municipality immediately to the north- 
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east of the Riga city limits,?® more than 11 km to the north of Rumbula. As 
for Bikiernieku, this forest (called Bickern or Hochwald in German) was 
reportedly used as a site for smaller mass shootings of Jews before as well 
as after the events at Rumbula, but bringing tens of thousands of Jews there 
at the same time would not only have been logistically more challenging, 
but also attracted considerable attention from the civilian population, as 
noted by Angrick and Klein:” 


“Tt is to be assumed, however, that from the start Bikernieki was clearly 
not an option. This location had already achieved a notorious ‘renown’ 
among Riga’s population and could no longer be used, for reasons of 
secrecy. Moreover, due to the ghetto’s location, a southern solution was 
to be preferred so as to avoid marching the Jews through the heart of 
Riga in the process of ‘resettling’ them.” 


According to Bert Hoppe and Hildrun Glass, the commander of the Latvian 
ghetto guard was in fact named Alberts Danskops. They conclude that the 
actual informant was Eduard Ozolini, a railway worker posted at the Skiro- 
tava station, which is the station before Rumbula station travelling from 
Riga central station (cf. Figure 1 above).*° If this identification is correct, 
then Ziwjan’s identification of the mass killing site becomes fully incom- 
prehensible, as someone who worked so close to the Rumbula site could 
not have possibly confused it with Bikiernieku! 

Finally I will take note of an example of brazen forgery in connection 
with Rumbula. In the supposedly contemporary diary entries of the Baltic- 
German Riga resident Jiirgen E. Kroeger, the Rumbula massacre appears in 
the following way: 


“IT December 1941. Today 30,000 Jews, mainly Jews from Vienna and 
the Altreich, were killed by the Security Police with the active help of 
Latvian execution commandos near Salaspils. Even though the opera- 
tion was kept secret the horrible truth soon got out. The city is trans- 


fixed.’?! 


What is remarkable here is of course the claim that the majority of the vic- 
tims were Reich Jews, in contrast to mainstream historiography which has 
it that only 1,000 of the 25,000—28,000 victims were Reich Jews — moreo- 
ver Jews from Berlin, not Vienna. Also, if the massacre had already be- 
come common knowledge on 1 December 1941, then it would certainly 
have been known that a large portion of the ghetto inhabitants had been 
marched out of the city (since this could easily have been observed by resi- 
dents living along Maskavas Street), making it unlikely that anyone would 
have believed the majority of the victims to be Reich Jews. It is also suspi- 
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cious that the victim figure mentioned (30,000) is very close to the official- 
ly held one, despite the fact that the reported second mass shooting on 8 
December had still not occurred. 

Kroeger’s assertion that the “horrible truth soon got out” can be con- 
trasted with what Andrew Ezergailis writes on the public’s knowledge of 
the massacre:*” 


“Of course many Latvians knew about the Rumbula Action because 
many Latvian policemen participated in it. But it is surprising how 
many Riga inhabitants did not. The police appear not to have gossiped 
as widely about it as the Germans thought they would. The burning of 
the corpses Himmler ordered in 1943 attracted more attention because 
of the smoke and the stench.” 


He adds in a note to this passage:*° 


“From my own survey of Riga inhabitants who live in exile, I would 
have to say that half of them know nothing of Rumbula; they hardly 
knew that a ghetto existed. The ones who know something about Rum- 
bula know it from some friend or family member who had police con- 
nections.” 


I will return later in this study to the problem of keeping the reported mass 
murder of nearly 30,000 people a secret. 

What definitely exposes Kroeger’s reports on this issue as fraudulent is 
his entry for 19 December 1941. Here he describes a supposed personal 
meeting with the Gebietskommissar of the City of Riga, Hugo Wittrock, 
during which the latter tells him about the mass shootings:** 


“The truth is awful! A minority of Latvian right-wing extremists have, 
with the approval and leadership of German SS, exterminated the Jews 
in the countryside and in the district cities. Later nearly 100,000 Jews, 
part of them evacuated here from the Altreich and Vienna, have been 
murdered by the SS with Latvian assistance in the vicinity of Riga.” 


As we will see below, the official version of events has it that less than 
40,000 Jews had been killed in or near Riga by this point in time, of whom 
only 1,000 were non-Latvian Jews, all deported from Berlin. Considering 
moreover that 100,000 is in excess of the total pre-war Jewish population 
of Latvia in its entirety, the statement attributed to Wittrock (who at the 
time of the publication of Kroeger’s diary in 1973 had conveniently been 
dead for fifteen years) is patent nonsense. As it is impossible that Wittrock 
could have been so misinformed, and since he would have had no reason to 
make up such lies, it is clear that Kroeger must have forged this and most 
likely also the 1 December 1941 entry. 
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3. The Victims — Their Theoretical Maximum Number and 
Demography 

Andrew Ezergailis has the following to say on the Rumbula victims fig- 
ure:* 


“In general there is little dispute about the numbers killed at Rumbula. 
The numbers have ranged from the 20,000 mentioned as a minimum by 
Jeckeln at his trial to about 30,000 claimed by Max Kaufmann. Certain- 
ly almost 25,000 people perished on November 30 and December &, of 
whom 24,000 were Latvian Jews. 

There are various ways of calculating this: 1) Prior to the killings of 
Rumbula there were about 29,000 Jews in the ghetto. About 5,000 
(more than 4,500 men and about 500 women) were held back for labor; 
the number comes to about 24,000; 2) A thousand persons per column 
every half hour on both killing days, from 6:00 in the morning to 12:00 
noon, were sent out from the ghetto to Rumbula — the number again 
comes out to about 24,000. 3) After the killings Jeckeln had told De- 
genhart that 22,000 rounds of ammunition had been used at Rumbula. 
Noting that on the two days over 1,000 people were killed within the 
ghetto and on the road to Rumbula, the number adds up to just below 
24,000. In addition to the 24,000 Latvian Jews killed, one must add 
1,000 German Jews who were liquidated there on the morning of No- 
vember 30.” 


As we will see below, Ezergailis’s contention that “in general there is little 
dispute about the numbers killed at Rumbula” is refuted by what one 
would expect to be the most authoritative source on this issue, namely 
German documents. Besides these, early post-war Soviet investigators 
came to the conclusion that no fewer than 38,000 victims of mass murder 
had been buried at the Rumbula site.*° 

The particular issue of the convoy of German Jews will be discussed in 
full in the next part of this study. 

Let us begin by pointing out that Ezergailis’s method for establishing 
the number of victims is clearly flawed, because judging by his notes there 
exists no document regarding any amount of ammunition ordered or used 
at this point in time, only a witness statement (apparently from Jeckeln’s 
Chief of Staff, SS-Obersturmbannfiihrer Herbert Degenhardt?’), and more- 
over it is absurd to use such a statement as a criterion of judgement, as it is 
well-known among soldiers that shots to the head or neck are far from al- 
ways certainly fatal — even if keeping to a “one person — one bullet” policy 
(as claimed for Jeckeln) the person in charge of the mass murder would 
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have ordered a considerable surplus of ammunition (say 10 % or more), 
and a large part of this surplus ammunition would almost certainly have 
been used. 

How many Jews were then evacuated from the Riga ghetto on 30 No- 
vember and 8 December 1941, and how many of these reached the Rumbu- 
la site? The establishment of the Riga ghetto began in early August 1941 
but was not completed until the beginning of October that same year. The 
“Resettlement Office” in charge of organizing the resettlement of Riga’s 
Jews within the ghetto’s borders was informed in early August that the 
ghetto was to offer space for just under 30,000 people, and according to a 
census of the civilian administration undertaken at around the same time 
“approximately 27,000” were to be relocated to the ghetto, which was lo- 
cated in the poor district of Maskavas VorState south-east of the Riga cen- 
tral railway station, where 1,700 Jews were already residing, making for a 
total of some 28,700 ghetto inhabitants.** 

Once the settlement had been completed in early October 1941, the La- 
bor Office compiled statistics showing the population of the ghetto to 
amount to 29,602 Jews.*? A census from 16 February 1942, two and a half 
months after the liquidation of the “Large ghetto”, gave the number of 
Jews in the “Latvian ghetto” as 4,717, of whom 524 were women.” This 
figure, however, explicitly included also Lithuanian Jews. 359 Jewish 
workers were deported from Kaunas to Riga on 6 February 1942.4! This 
brings down the number of remaining Latvian Jews in Riga to 4,358, in- 
cluding apparently some 300 women.” The relevant difference between 
the October and February figures is thus (29,602-4,358=) 25,244. From 
this we must subtract some further categories. First, it is stated by witness- 
es that in all some 300 Jews who had either committed suicide during the 
evacuation or been shot while trying to escape or for being perceived as 
causing problems during the long walk to Rumbula were buried in the Jew- 
ish Cemetery on 30 November.** During the second evacuation on 8 De- 
cember many of the remaining ghetto inhabitants tried to delay the opera- 
tion for as long as possible; as a result units of Latvian militia auxiliaries 
(the”’Arajs Commando”) were sent into the ghetto to force the evacuation; 
it is further reported that Jews unable to be transported were shot in their 
apartments or in the ghetto hospital. According to Angrick and Klein, 
“around 900 corpses were taken to the Jewish cemetery by the Jewish labor 
commandos, while scores of corpses were left lying in their apartments”. 

Andrew Ezergailis on the other hand estimates the number of Jews 
killed in the ghetto during the second evacuation at only some 300.** Final- 
ly, Jews who had been hiding in the liquidated part of the “Large ghetto” 
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after the operation were taken to be shot at the Jewish cemetery — although 
some eyewitnesses assert that they were taken instead in buses to the mass 
shooting site in the Bikiernieki forest.*° Angrick and Klein in this case give 
as a minimum 200 victims but mention a witness (Max Kaufmann) speak- 
ing of a total of 500 victims. While the above figures are all primarily de- 
rived from Jewish eye-witness testimony and therefore likely to be at least 
somewhat exaggerated, there can be little doubt that they are at least par- 
tially based on reality. I will here use a rough estimate of 800—1,200 deaths 
outside of the Rumbula site. This leaves a maximum victim figure of 
24,044—24,444. To this should then be added the 1,000 Berlin Jews report- 
edly murdered at Rumbula on 30 November, bringing the maximum total 
victim figure at Rumbula to approximately 25,000—25,400. 

What then do we know about the demographic makeup of this group of 
alleged Latvian-Jewish Rumbula victims? In the already mentioned Octo- 
ber 1941 Labor Office report on the ghetto population we find the follow- 
ing demographic breakdown:*’ 

Table 1: Labor Office statistics on the 


Riga Ghetto population, October 1941 
1. Children up to 14 years of age 


Boys Ct 
Gir NS fn 2858 
Total 5,652 
2. Those able to work, age 14—65 

Men 6,143 

Total 15,650 
3. Those unable to work, age 14-65 


2. 


Total: 29,602 


From another German report we know that there were 2,660 Jews in the 
ghetto categorized as skilled workers, including 1,300 female tailors.* 
Since as already mentioned only some 300 female Latvian Jews, like the 
remaining men all workers, remained in Riga after 8 December, and since 
this group included not only female tailors but also an unknown number of 
seamstresses and furriers,*? we have to estimate that some 1,100 skilled 
female workers were among the Jews brought to Rumbula, and moreover 
that only about a third of the male Latvian Jews remaining after the evac- 
uations had previously been classified as skilled workers. In addition to the 
1,100 skilled female workers the alleged victim group would have included 
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Figure 2: Latvia during World War II. Detail from GEA-Ubersichtskarte 
Europdaisches RuBland 1:3 300 000, GEA-Verlag/Berliner 
Lithographisches Institut, Berlin 1943. (The borders of the former 
Republic of Latvia are marked with a dotted blue line). 


approximately (9,507-1,100=) 8,407 unskilled female workers as well as 
6,231 elderly women or women otherwise deemed unfit for work. 

As for the 5,652 children, we know little about their internal de- 
mographics. It is merely known that four schools, three kindergartens, and 
one nursery were established in the ghetto.°° From this we may infer that 
small children and toddlers as well as school children were present in the 
ghetto — which should hardly surprise. Since up until the end of November 
1941 virtually only adult Jewish men had been targeted for mass shootings 
(real or alleged), it seems most reasonable to assume that the number of 
children (0-13 years of age) was roughly evenly divided among each year 
of birth, so that there were (5,652/13=) 435 children aged 0-1 years, and so 
on. It seems likely that the figures were somewhat lower for the 0—2 age 
span due to the lower natality normally coinciding with the unrest of war- 
time, but I will nevertheless use the 435 figure to strengthen conclusions 
from my argument. 

Next we must subtract the rough estimate of 800—1,200 deaths outside 
of the Rumbula site from the respective demographic categories. As al- 
ready mentioned, this estimate consists of suicides, people who were shot 
during the some 10-km-long walk from the ghetto for attempting to escape 
or who broke down from exhaustion during said march, as well as people 
who kept themselves hidden in the liquidated “Large ghetto” but were fer- 
reted out and executed on 9 December. We have no means of telling if any 
demographic category was under- or overrepresented among these victims. 
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One might suspect that children would be underrepresented among the sui- 
cides, but on the other hand we learn of cases of “family suicides”, where a 
mother or grandmother killed her children or grandchildren and then her- 
self, usually by poison.*! Such child victims would not technically be sui- 
cides but for the sake of simplicity I would count them as such. One might 
similarly expect that the elderly would be overrepresented among those 
who died along the wayside, yet it is claimed that at least a large portion of 
the elderly were taken to the Rumbula site in trucks or in blue city buses 
borrowed from the Riga city traffic administration.*” Accordingly, the only 
reasonable way to proceed is to distribute these deaths proportionally. This 
results in the following break-down of the Jews said to have reached the 
Rumbula site on 30 November and 8 December. 


Table 2: Demographic estimates for the Latvian Jews said to 
have reached the Rumbula site 
2. Children up to 14 years of age 
B 2,66 1—2,706 


Total 
2. Those able to work, age 14-65 
Men 1,985—2,019 


Total: 10,755—10,934 
3. Those unable to work 
Men 1,971—2,003 


7,906 — 8,037 
Total: _24,044—-24,444 


Total: 


From this table, it is clear that the number of Jews arriving at Rumbula 
would have included a considerable percentage of people — some 45%, in 
fact — who were able to work or even skilled workers. Aside from the some 
1,050 skilled female workers there were also Jewish males who might be 
considered skilled in a very particular way, namely members of the Jewish 
ghetto police (Ordnungsdienst). We will return to this particular group later 
on. 


4. The Documents 
4.1. Rumbula in the Einsatzgruppen Incident Reports 


The most important contemporary documentary source on the Rumbula 
Massacre is the reporting of the Einsatzgruppen of the Security Police and 
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the SD. Here I will not dwell on the larger issue of the reliability and au- 
thenticity of these reports, but will simply present and analyze what they 
have to say about the events in Riga at the end of November and beginning 
of December 1941. 

Rather remarkably, the event later known as the Rumbula Massacre was 
not mentioned in the very frequent “incident reports” (Ereignismeldungen, 
hereafter EM) of the Einsatzgruppen until more than a month after the al- 
leged incident. In EM No. 151 of 5 January 1942 may be read:** 


“The Higher SS and Police Leader in Riga, SS Obergruppenfiihrer 
Jeckeln, has meanwhile embarked on a shooting action [ErschieSungs- 
aktion| and on Sunday, 30 November 1941, about 4,000 Jews from the 
Riga ghetto and an evacuation transport from the Reich were disposed 
of (beseitigt]. The action was originally to have been carried out by the 
Higher SS and Police leader’s own forces, but after a few hours the 20 
men of EK 2 who had been detached for security purposes were never- 
theless employed in the action.” 


In EM No. 155 of 14 January 1942 the event was again mentioned: 


“In Latvia there remain Jews only in Riga and Diinaburg. The number 
of Jews left in Riga — 29,500 — was reduced to 2,500 by an action car- 
ried out by the Higher SS and Police Leader Ostland. In Diinaburg 
there still live 962 Jews who are urgently needed for the labor deploy- 
ment [Arbeitseinsatz].”’ 


It must be pointed out that “reduced” is not synonymous with “killed” — 
this entry thus only states that 27,000 Jews were removed from the city. 
Nevertheless, we will here, for the sake of argument, view the report from 
an exterminationist viewpoint which assumes that reduction = murder. The 
victim figure reported on 14 January — (29,500 — 2,500 =) 27,000, not in- 
cluding German-Jewish deportees — is thus (27,000 — 4,000 =) 23,000 vic- 
tims or 6.75 times higher than the number of killed Riga Jews claimed by 
the report from 5 January! The statement that the Jewish population of Ri- 
ga had been reduced from 29,500 to 2,500 was repeated in the summary 
“Activity and Situation Report’ (Tdatigkeits- und Lageberichte) No. 9 cover- 
ing the period 1-31 January 1941 (there is no mention of the Riga Jews in 
the corresponding report for December 1941).*° The statement that Jews at 
this point in time remained only in Riga and Daugavpils is incorrect, since 
the ghetto in Liepaja still existed (see below). 

In the following report, EM No. 156 of 16 January 1942, the event was 
mentioned a third time, with a victim figure drastically lower than the 
number of removed Jews implied by the 14 August report:°° 
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“On 30 November 1941, 10,600 Jews were shot in Riga. The action 
took place under the command of the Higher SS and Police Leader 
Ostland. In the execution [of this action] Einsatzkommando 2 partici- 
pated with 1/20 [i.e. one officer and twenty enlisted 20 men]. ” 


It is not stated whether this included the (unspecified) number of German- 
Jewish deportees mentioned in the report from 5 January. Assuming that it 
is not included, the victim figure drops by 16,400, i.e. some 60% between 
EM No. 155 and EM No. 156. Thus between 5 January and 16 January 
1942 the Latvian-Jewish Rumbula “victim figure” reported by Einsatz- 
gruppe A shifted from 4,000 to 27,000 to 10,600. Besides this astounding 
fluctuation in numbers we have the fact that none of the reports mentions 
the second mass shooting on 8 December 1941. 


4.2. The Murder of the Jews of Riga, Daugavpils and Liepaja 
According to the Stahlecker Reports 


In the so-called “Second Stahlecker Report”, a general report on the activi- 
ties of Einsatzgruppe A in the Baltic states and White Ruthenia from mid- 
October 1941 to the end of January 1942 may be read the following about 
mass shootings of Latvian Jews:°’ 


“The total number of Jews in Latvia in the year 1935 was: 93,479 or 
4.79% of the whole population. {...] 

At the entry of German troops there were still 70,000 Jews in Latvia. 
The rest had fled with the Bolshevists. The remaining Jews were very 
active as saboteurs and arsonists. Thus in Diinaburg [Daugavpils] the 
Jews set so many fires that a large part of the city was destroyed. [...] 
After the terror of the Jewish-Bolshevist rule — in total 33,038 Latvians 
were deported, arrested or murdered — a large-scale pogrom was to be 
expected from the population. However, only some thousands of Jews 
were disposed of by local forces at their own initiative. It was therefore 
necessary in Latvia to carry out extensive cleansing operations 
[Sduberungsaktionen] using special units [Sonderkommandos] with the 
help of selected forces from the Latvian auxiliary police (mostly rela- 
tives of deported or murdered Latvians). 

Up until October 1941, about 30,000 Jews were executed by these spe- 
cial units. The remaining Jews, still indispensable due to economic im- 
portance, were collected in ghettos that were established in Riga, Dii- 
naburg and Libau [Liepaja]. Following the processing of criminal cases 
on the basis of not wearing the Jewish star, black marketing, theft, 
fraud, but also on account of preventing danger of epidemics in the 
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ghettos, further executions were carried out afterwards. Thus, on 9 No- 
vember 1941, 11,034 were executed in Diinaburg, 27,800 in Riga at the 
beginning of December 1941 by an operation ordered and carried out 
by the Higher SS and Police Leader, and 2,350 in Libau in mid- 
December 1941. At this time there are Latvian Jews in the ghettos 
(aside from the Jews from the Reich) in: 


Riga approximately 2,500 
Diinaburg ‘ 95 
Libau ‘i 300. ” 


In the first Stahlecker Report, describing the activities of Kinsatzgruppe A 
up until 15 October 1941, it is claimed that up until then a total of 30,025 
Jews had been executed in Latvia, of whom roughly 6,000 were in the Riga 
district, over 11,000 in the Liepaja (Libau) district, 9,256 in the Daugavpils 
(Diinaburg) district, some 3,000 in the Jelgava (Mitau) district, and finally 
a small number, about 100-200, in the Valmiera (Wolmar) district.** These 
“districts” are clearly identical to the four Gebietskommissariate constitut- 
ing Generalbezirk Lettland.* In addition to this, some 500 Riga Jews had 
been killed in pogroms during the initial period of the occupation, giving a 
total of 30,525 killed Jews.” The document further states that “[o]f the in 
total some 28,000 Jews remaining in Riga 24,000 have up until now been 
transferred to the ghetto.’’*' This brings us to yet another statistical contra- 
diction: if only 28,000 Jews remained in Riga on 15 October 1941, how 
could 27,800 of them have been murdered at the beginning of December, 
with 2,500 remaining (27,800 + 2,500 = 30,300)? 

As has already been pointed out by Carlo Mattogno and Jiirgen Graf, 
the figures mentioned in the second Stahlecker Report are internally con- 
tradictory: If one adds the number of Jews killed up to 15 October 1941 
(30,525) to the number of ghetto Jews shot (11,034 + 27,800 + 2,350 = 
41,184) and the number of Jews still remaining in the three ghettos (2,500 
+ 950 + 300 = 3,750) one gets a total of 75,459, a number that is higher 
than that of the Jews reportedly still remaining at the time of the entry of 
German troops into Latvia (70,000). The unreliability of Stahlecker’s fig- 
ures is aggravated by the fact that, as mentioned above, there remained 
4,358 Latvian Jews in Riga on 16 February 1942, not a mere 2,500. 

As for the ghetto in Daugavpils (in German Diinaburg, in Russian 
Dvinsk) in eastern Latvia, a report from Department II of the General 
Commissariat of Latvia dated 20 November 1941 stated the number of 
Jews still present in Daugavpils as 935 (including 173 children, 719 adults 
able to work, 25 adults unable to work and 18 over 65 years of age). A 
list of the Daugavpils ghetto inmates dated 5 December 1941 gives the 
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number as 962, a figure which is repeated in EM No. 155 from 14 January 
1942. This would confirm Stahlecker’s estimate of some 950 Jews re- 
maining in that ghetto, yet it must be pointed out that his claim that 11,034 
Daugavpils Jews were executed on 9 November 1941 is contradicted by 
other statistics. In 1935 there lived 11,106 Jews in Daugavpils. According 
to reports in the local press from mid-July 1941, at the time of the estab- 
lishment of the ghetto, the Jews remaining in Daugavpils, including refu- 
gees from other parts of Latvia, amounted to some 14,000.°° The same fig- 
ure was supposedly reported by the Daugavpils Jewish council at the end 
of July.°’ 

In the so-called Jager Report on mass shootings carried out by Einsatz- 
kommando 3 of Einsatzgruppe A, predominantly in Lithuania, up until 1 
December 1941, we find an entry according to which a subunit of Ein- 
satzkommando 3 had executed “9,012 Jews, Jewesses and Jewish children” 
in Daugavpils in the period from 13 July 1941 to 21 August 1941. Ac- 
cording to the recollections of Daugavpils ghetto inmate Sidney Iwens, 
several hundreds of elderly and sick Jews had been taken from the ghetto 
to the nearby forest of Pogulianka some 8 km north-west of the city and 
murdered there on 28 July 1941,° some 2,000 Jews on 1 August,” a group 
of 2,000—3,000 people on 6 August 1941,”! and another large group on 18— 
19 August 1941.” In EM No. 21 from 16 July 1941 one may further read 
that up until then a total of 1,150 Jews had been executed in Daugavpils by 
another unit of Einsatzgruppe A, Einsatzkommando 1b.” While it was as- 
serted by a post-war indictment that these 1,150 Jews were for the most 
part not from Daugavpils itself but from surrounding communities,” it is 
claimed that another group of 1,150 male Jews from Daugavpils were 
brought to the city prison on 30 June 1941 and executed soon thereafter.” 

But if there were approximately 14,000 Jews in Daugavpils when the 
ghetto was established, and if some 10,000 Jews were been killed between 
the end of June and the end of August, how then could 11,106 Jews from 
the Daugavpils ghetto be murdered on 9 November 1941” and there still 
be 935 Jews left in the city on 20 November? It is worth noting that one of 
the major Holocaust historians to have written on the subject of the Holo- 
caust in the Soviet Union, Yitzhak Arad, disregards the figure in the sec- 
ond Stahlecker Report and gives the number of victims as 5,000—6,000.” 
Moreover, as seen above, the first Stahlecker Report gave the number of 
Jews executed in the Daugavpils district up until 15 October 1941 as 9,256. 
This figure could include the 9,012 Jews shot in Daugavpils according to 
the Jager Report, but not also the 1,150 Jews reportedly executed by Ein- 
satzkommando 1b. 
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The Daugavpils demographics incongruities get even worse in the light 
of the fact in early October 1941, i.e. after the reported period of activity of 
Einsatzkommando 3 but before the alleged mass shooting on 9 November, 
the General Commissar of Latvia, Otto-Heinrich Drechsler, wrote a letter 
to the Reich Commissar of Ostland, Hinrich Lohse, in which the number of 
Jews in the Daugavpils ghetto is given as merely 2,185.” This figure is 
echoed by an article published in the 12 October 1941 issue of the local 
newspaper Daugavas Véstnesis, according to which the ghetto population 
numbered 2,175.” But if only some 2,000 Jews lived in the Daugavpils 
ghetto in October 1941, how then could some 11,000 Jews from the same 
ghetto have been murdered in November 1941? It must be stressed here 
that Holocaust historiography knows of no transports of Jews to Daugav- 
pils between October and November 1941. 

As for Liepaja (Libau), its Jewish population in 1935 amounted to 
7,379. Some additional 300 Jews lived in nearby towns.*? By June 1941 the 
number of the Liepaja Jews had decreased to an estimated 7,140. On 14 
June 1941 Soviet authorities deported 209 Jews from the city to Siberia, 
and in the following two weeks about 300 Jews fled to the USSR to escape 
the German invasion; another 160 local Jewish soldiers and guards retreat- 
ed with the Red Army, so that some 6,589 Jews remained in Liepaja when 
the city was captured by German forces on 29 June 1941.*' In the afore- 
mentioned letter of Drechsler’s from early October 1941 it is stated that 
some 5,500 Jews remained in the province of Courland (Latvian. Kurzeme, 
the western part of Latvia) whose capital is Liepaja, and that these Jews 
were to be concentrated in a ghetto in Liepaja. In the also abovementioned 
report of Department II of the General Commissariat of Latvia from 20 
November 1941 the number of Jews registered in Liepaja is given as 3,890, 
of whom 3,002 were adults able to work, 106 adults unable to work and 
782 children. According to Holocaust historian Katrin Reichelt the Jews of 
Liepaja were subjected to the following massacres during 1941:°? 


— Some 100 male Jews shot by Sonderkommando 1a and members of the 
navy on 4 or 5 July; 

— Some 1,430 Jews shot in Rainis Park — right in the middle of the city!™ 
— from 29/30 June to around 5 July; 

— 1,100 male Jews shot by the “Arajs Kommando” on 24 and 25 July; 

— Some 600 people shot in September, unclear how many of them Jews; 

— 500 Jews in October; 

— 2,749 Jewish men, women and children on Skéde Beach between 15 
and 17 December. 
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Figure 3: Number of executions carried out by Einsatzgruppe A up to 1 
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For the September massacre Reichelt gives no indication of the number of 
Jewish victims. Another exterminationist source gives the number of Sep- 
tember victims as 300 (elderly) Jews.** The above-listed mass shootings 
thus add up to approximately 6,179 victims. Available documentation 
shows that on 1 July 1942 there still remained 864 Jews in the Liepaja 
ghetto,® not 300 as indicated by the second Stahlecker Report. If we add 
the 864 remaining Jews to the some 6,179 alleged victims we get 7,043, a 
figure that is some 500 higher than the number of Liepaja Jews that origi- 
nally fell into German hands (approx. 6,589). Yet it would appear that the 
number of Jews remaining in the city after mid-December 1941 was in fact 
higher than 864. Subtracting the 2,749 reported victims of the mid-Decem- 
ber massacre from 3,890 registered Liepaja Jews at the end of November 
one gets 1,141, a number which may well have been reduced by “natural” 
mortality to 864 by July 1942, although Arad (but not Reichelt) asserts that 
some 200 Liepaja Jews were killed “between February and April 1942.”8° 
1,141 added to the 6,179 alleged victims makes a total of 7,320. It must be 
pointed out, however, that the figure of 2,749 victims (as opposed to the 
Stahlecker figure of 2,350) is derived from an activity report of the SS-und- 
Polizeistandortfiihrer Libau dated 29 December 1941, in which it is stated 
that “2,749 Jews were evacuated in the period from 14 to 17 December 
1941” (emphasis added).*’ 

Latvian Holocaust historians Edward Anders and Juris Dubrovskis have 
written as follows on their attempt to identify the Jewish victims of the 
Liepaja massacres (emphasis in original):** 

“Nearly all [of the 6,589 Jews estimated to have remained in the city] 

were killed, but even after checking more than a dozen sources, we have 

direct evidence for the death of only 3,534. For the remaining 3000+ 
people, we will have to use an indirect method: given a complete list of 

Holocaust survivors, we would be able to infer that anyone not on this 

list had perished. 

Alas, the survivor’s lists are not complete.’ 


d 


The authors have nonetheless identified through the use of various sources 
a total of 958 Liepaja Jews who still remained in the city in early 1942, 
while noting that the real number of Jews surviving at this point likely 
amounted to approximately 1,050. They further conclude that some 800 of 
these Jews were still alive in the Liepaja ghetto on the eve of its liquidation 
in early October 1943. Subtracting 1,050 from 6,589 we get 5,539 hypo- 
thetical victims for the massacres in 1941, of which at least (5,539 — [2,749 
+ 500] =) 2,290 pertain to the period before mid-October 1941. Anders and 
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Dubrovskis estimate the number of Liepaja Jews shot during the period 
July-December 1941 at approximately 5,470.” 

To summarize: While the second Stahlecker Report claims that only 
3,750 Latvian Jews remained at the end of January 1942, reliable docu- 
mentation shows that this figure in reality amounted to at least 6,184 
(4,358 in Riga in mid-February 1942, 962 in Daugavpils in December 
1941, and 864 Jews in Liepaja in July 1942). 

The unreliability of the figures in the second Stahlecker Report be- 
comes clearly exposed when we examine an appendix to the report con- 
taining a breakdown of the “number of executions carried out by Ejinsatz- 
gruppe A up to | February 1942”°', reproduced in Figure 3. 

Here the number of Latvian Jews executed by Einsatzgruppe A up until 
this date is given as 35,238, which would mean that since 15 October 1941 
it had executed only an additional (35,238-30,025 =) 5,213 Jews. The fig- 
ure of 5,500 Latvian and Lithuanian Jews killed through pogroms is identi- 
cal with the corresponding figure given in the first Stahlecker Report, 
where it was made clear that only 500 of these pertained to Latvia” (as 
opposed to the statement in the second report that “some thousands” of 
Latvian Jews had been eliminated through pogroms). 

One might argue that the 1 February 1942 total refers only to Jews liq- 
uidated by Einsatzgruppe A and forces placed at its command, but leaves 
out killings carried out by, to name the most obvious culprit, the Higher 
Leader of the SS and Police Ostland (HSSPF Ostland, i.e. Jeckeln). This 
line of reasoning would mean that, based on the figures found in the sec- 
ond Stahlecker Report proper, (70,000 — (2,500 + 950 + 300) =) 66,250 — 
35,738 = 30,512 Jews were killed by German forces other than those at- 
tached to Einsatzgruppe A in the period from the beginning of the occupa- 
tion to 1 February 1942. Since the Rumbula Massacre, with a reported total 
victims of some 27,800 is stated to have been carried out by HSSPF, one 
might suppose that the figures add up, at least roughly” — but is this really 
so? In order to arrive at an answer we will have to see first what exactly the 
Ereignismeldungen have to say about killings of Latvian Jews up until Feb- 
ruary 1942, and then embark on a brief excursus relating to the de- 
mographics and fates of the provincial Jews. 


4.3. The Murder of Latvia’s Jews According to the 
Ereignismeldungen and the Jager Report 


In EM No. 15 from 7 July 1941 we read that 400 Jews had been liquidated 
in Riga through pogroms,” whereas another 100 Jews were shot in Riga by 
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a commando of the Security Police and SD as reprisal for the killing of 20 
German POWs.” 

In EM No. 24 from 16 July 1941 it is reported that 5 Jews were shot for 
arson in Daugavpils;° moreover 1,125 male Jews were at present impris- 
oned in the same city and “were to be shot within a short time and in al- 
ready prepared graves”, whereas 1,150 Jews had already been shot by Ein- 
satzkommando | b in Diinaburg [Daugavpils]’”.”” As for Riga the same re- 
port states that 2,000 Jews (as well as 600 Communists) had been placed in 
the city’s prison. It repeats the figure of 400 Riga Jews killed through pog- 
roms, adding that 2,300 Riga Jews had been executed since EK2’s arrival 
in the city, “partially by Latvian auxiliary police, partially by own forces”, 
and that “the prisons will be completely cleared out in the following days”. 
In “Latvia outside of Riga” another 1,600 Jews had been executed.” 

In EM No. 26 from 18 July 1941 one reads about Rezekne (German: 
Rositten), a town in northeastern Latvia:” 


“The larger part of the Jews had escaped to Russia and to the sur- 
rounding forests at the time of the entry of the German troops. The ar- 
son carried out in the town is for the most part perpetrated by the Jews. 
At the entry of the German troops some 60 leading Latvians were found 
in a completely mutilated state. Following this 80 Jews were liquidated. 
Police Prefect Matsch has taken over the liquidation of the Jews.” 


The local Jews were claimed to constitute a “key element of the Com- 
munist Party” (“tragende Element der Kommunistischen Partei”).' 

In EM No. 40 of 1 August 1941 one reads that “[d]uring the self-clean- 
sing [Selbstreinigung] in the territories of Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia a 
total of far more than 20,000 Communists and Jews have up until now 
been liquidated by self-defense organizations [Selbstschutzorganisatio- 
nen]|”!°! 

In EM No. 48 of 10 August 1941 EG A reports that “[t]he cleansing of 
the rear army zone, partially with the assistance of Lithuanian and Latvian 
auxiliary commandos, continues according to plan. In total 29,000 people 
have been liquidated in these territories.” 

In EM No. 88 of 19 September 1941 it is mentioned that 172 Jews are 
currently held in the central prison in Riga and that the clearing-out of the 
prison is being carried out continuously. '° 

In EM No. 96, dated 27 September 1941, it is stated that 459 people had 
been executed during the period 30 August to 5 September, of whom “237 
mentally ill Jews from the lunatic asylums in Riga and Mitau”’; it is further 
stated that the “preliminary total result in the area of EK 2 [=Latvia] has at 
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this point reached 29,246 people”.!™ There is also mention that the number 
of Jews currently held in the Riga prison amount to 195 (as compared to 
3,462 Communists),'© and that “[a]t the time, all Jews in Libau are being 
registered.”’!% 

In EM No. 131 of 10 November 1941, Einsatzgruppe A reports that the 
“preliminary total result in the area of Einsatzkommando 2 has hereby 
reached 31,598.””'°7 It is also mentioned that in the period 18—25 October, 6 
Jews were executed in Riga (as against 115 Communists), 15 in Valmiera 
and 18 in Liepaja. 

Following EM No. 131 there are only the three reports relating to the 
Riga/Rumbula operation, which have already been discussed (with the ex- 
ception that EM No. 156 also mentions the shooting of 1 (one) Jew in 
Liepaja). 

The so-called Jager Report, chronicling mass shootings carried out by 
Einsatzgruppe A’s Einsatzkommando 3 and its subunits and auxiliaries up 
until the end of 1941, chiefly concerns Lithuania, but there is listed the kill- 
ing of a total of 212 Jews in the Latvian towns of Dagda and Kraslava (not 
far from Daugavpils) on 27 August, and the abovementioned execution of 
9,012 Jews in Daugavpils between 13 July and 21 August 1941.19 

Based on the above-listed documentary mentions, one would have to 
draw the conclusion that out of the 35,238 Jews reported as killed by Ein- 
satzgruppe A during the period in question, at least (100 + 1,150 + 2,200 + 
6+ 18+ 1+ 212 + 9,012 =) 12,487 refer to the three cities of Riga, Dau- 
gavpils and Liepaja, leaving a hypothetical maximum of (35,238 — 12,487 
=) 22,751 Jews who could have been executed by Einsatzgruppe A and its 
auxiliaries in the provincial towns and villages. 


Excursus I: The Jews in Provincial Latvia 

In order to better grasp the demographic context of the events at Rumbula 
and the figures mentioned in the Stahlecker Reports, it is beneficial to take 
a closer look at data concerning the Jewish population of Latvia as a 
whole. The last census in Latvia before the outbreak of the war took place 
in 1935. In this year, the Jewish population of the country amounted to 
93,479. This figure can be broken down as follows in order of the individ- 
ual populations (German names of the locations in parentheses):!°° 


Table 3: The Jewish Population of Latvia according to the 1935 census 
City, Town or Rural District No. Jewish Inhabitants 
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City, Town or Rural District No. Jewish Inhabitants 
Rézekne (Rositten) 


(Sassmacken) 


Valka (Walk) 
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City, Town or Rural District No. Jewish Inhabitants 
CC . e 
Piltene (Pilten) | 45 


Sigulda (Segewold) 


Durbe (Durben) 


Total for above cities, towns and rural districts 
Other locations 


93,479 


As seen above the three largest communities — Riga, Daugavpils and 
Liepaja — accounted for 62,157 Jews or 66.5% of Latvian Jewry. Of the 
remaining 31,322 Latvian Jews, 10,632 lived in the six towns of Rézekne, 
Jelgava, Ludza, Kraslava, Ventspils and Krustpils, while the rest were dis- 
persed in smaller numbers among a large number of towns and villages. 

In Table 4 below I present for reference a non-exhaustive list of report- 
ed or alleged mass killings of Latvian Jews in rural communities up until 
mid-October 1941, by which time, according to the first Stahleckecker Re- 
port, Einsatzgruppe A had killed a total of 30,025 Latvian Jews. For many 
of the smaller provincial Jewish communities the available sources simply 
state that they were exterminated in the “summer of 1941” or “fall of 
1941” or simply “in the second half of 1941”. The survey is based mainly 
on five scholarly sources published after the year 2000: Geoffrey P. 
Megargee, Martin Dean (eds.), The United States Holocaust Memorial Mu- 
seum Encyclopedia of Camps and Ghettos 1933-1945, Volume II: Ghettos 
in German-Occupied Eastern Europe, Part B (op. cit.), which I will abbre- 
viate in the table below as “UE”; Shmuel Spector, Geoffrey Wigoder 
(eds.), The Encyclopedia of Jewish Life before and during the Holocaust 
(New York University Press, New York 2001), in three volumes with run- 
ning pagination, abbreviated below as “EJL”; and three volumes collecting 
papers from conferences held by the Commission of the Historians of Lat- 
via, abbreviated below as “LV1”,''!! “LV2”! and “LV3”!3 respectively. 
Only a few massacres of provincial Latvian Jews are alleged to have taken 
place later than October 1941. 386 Jews are alleged to have been killed in 
Aizpute on 27 October (EJL, p. 24), whereas, remarkably enough, 26 Jews 
in Ludza were killed as late as 2 April 1942 (LV1, p. 253). 
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Table 4: Alleged or reported mass killings of Latvian Jews in rural communi- 


ties up until mid-October 1941 
Date Yaeuts Location/community Source 
(estimate) 


Late J 135 __|Skaitskal EJL (p. 1188 


16-18 July 


19 July 


150-200 |Salduy |LV2(p.136)——™ 


Jelgava and surroundings 


‘| August 


3 August 


9 August Gulbene/Litene 


Early August ~ 400-500 |Vilaka EJL (p. 1396); LV3 (p. 
94) 


20 or 21 August | 350-500 |Karsava UE (p. 1009); LV1 (p. 


July-August Valdemarpils 


July-August : 
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Date cs Location/community Source 
(estimate) 


Late Summer Vainode 


Talsi 
3-17 October Ventspils 


~ 15,922-16,272 


At the onset of the German occupation there lived approximately 34,600 
Jews in Riga,'* 14,000 in Daugavpils, and some 6,500 in Liepaja, making 
for a total of approximately 55,100, i.e. 7,057 less than the combined 1935 
population, suggesting an evacuation ratio of some 11%. If the estimate in 
the second Stahlecker Report that 70,000 Latvian Jews had remained be- 
hind in the country is correct, then there would have remained a mere 
14,900 Jews outside of the three main cities, out of the original 31,322, a 
reduction of more than 50%. One has to consider, however, that at least 
some thousands of the Jews who found themselves in Riga, Liepaja and 
Daugavpils in July 1941 were refugees from neighboring provincial set- 
tlements. In Daugavpils the number of refugees in the city’s ghetto must 
have numbered at least some 4,000 (assuming that the estimate of 14,000 
ghetto inmates is reliable) considering the 1935 Jewish population (11,106) 
and the city’s proximity to the Russian border. 

One might argue that changes in population between 1935 and 1941 
would make the above estimates unreliable. This, however, is only partially 
correct. According to demographer Mordechai Altshuler, the Jewish popu- 
lation decreased between 1935 and 1941 by some 3,080 persons due to net 
emigration and declining birth rate reflected by aging of the population. 
Altshuler’s estimate should be considered conservative, as by his own ad- 
mission he does not take into account Jewish emigration to countries other 
than Palestine and the United States, as well as clandestine emigration to 
Palestine. It follows that the Latvian-Jewish population by June 1941 
amounted to 90,400 at the most.!!5 

Is, then, Stahlecker’s estimate of 70,000 remaining Jews reliable? In a 
paper presented in 2000 the two Latvian historians Edward Anders and 
Juris Dubrovskis estimate that1,771 Latvian Jews had been deported to the 
Soviet interior shortly prior to the outbreak of the war, on 14 June 1941, 
while another 11,000 Jews were evacuated between 22 and 30 June (the 
latter figure includes retreating soldiers of Jewish ethnicity). Both of the 
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figures (totalling 12,771) are marked by the authors as “uncertain”.!!° As 
Anders and Dubrovskis accept Altshuler’s estimate that the Latvian-Jewish 
population had declined to 90,400 by mid-1941 they find that some 88,600 
Jews remained in Latvia after the deportations on 14 June. They admit, 
however:!!” 


“The number of Jews who fled to the USSR is very poorly known. Ein- 
satzgruppe A figures for the number of Latvian Jews killed (63,238) and 
still alive (3,750) by early 1942 total only 67,000, considerably less 
than the 22 June 1941 population of about 88,600. (Actually, the num- 
bers alive were seriously underestimated, e.g. 350 rather than 1,050 for 
Liepaja.) Some historians have tried to balance the numbers by assum- 
ing that some 20,000 Latvian Jews fled to the USSR. That is clearly too 
high: in 1944, many Aktionen and Selektionen later, some 4,500 Jews 
were Still left for deportation to Stutthof, so the number in early 1942 
probably was §,000-9,000. That would allow for 12-13,000 refugees, or 
even fewer if the Einsatzgruppe A total is too low. Indeed, in early 
1946, long after most refugees had been free to return to Latvia, only 
8,000 Jews lived in Latvia, of whom 3,400 were in Riga. As these in- 
cluded thousands of Soviet Jews, the number of returnees can hardly 
have exceeded 6,000. The death rate for refugees surely was no higher 
than that for deportees (1/3), so it is unlikely that more than 10,000 had 
fled in 1941.” 


The above argument rests on two dubious assumptions, namely 1) that the 
victim figures found in the Einsatzgruppen reports are to be taken as more 
or less reliable, and 2) that virtually all of the Jews residing in Latvia in 
1946 declared themselves as such in the census. Nevertheless, Anders and 
Dubrovskis conclude that some 78,000 Latvian Jews remained under Ger- 
man control; of these some 70,000 were shot, 3,500 deported to Stutthof 
(near Danzig) in 1944, and 3,800 survived in Latvia in camps or in hiding 
(this makes for a total of 77,300, the remaining 700 being unaccounted 
for).!'8 Yitzhak Arad on the other hand estimates the number of Latvian 
Jews remaining under German control at 74,000—75,000, implying a higher 
number of evacuees.'!? In his study The Displacement of Population in Eu- 
rope from 1943 the demography professor E.M. Kulischer estimated the 
number of Jews evacuated from Latvia at some 15,000.!”° 

There exist indications that the number of Jews who escaped or were 
evacuated from Latvia far exceeded 12,771. In its issue for January— 
February 1942 the Swedish-Jewish journal Judisk Kroénika noted:'*! 
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“According to Deutsche Zeitung im Ostland [an official German news- 
paper published in Riga] the Russians evacuated 30,000 Jews from 
Lithuania, 24,000 Jews from Latvia and 1,000 Jews from Estonia at the 
beginning of the German—Russian war.” 


If this information is correct, then there would have remained some 
(90,400 — 24,000 =) 66,400 Latvian Jews under German control, a figure 
lower than the Stahlecker estimate. Assuming, however, that the evacua- 
tion estimate reportedly given by the German newspaper was based on a 
subtraction of the estimated number of remaining Jews from the 1935 cen- 
sus figure, then the number of remaining Jews would be 69,479, i.e. virtu- 
ally identical with the Stahlecker estimate. 

As for the number of Jews deported to the Russian interior just prior to 
the outbreak of the war some witnesses mention figures considerably high- 
er than 1,771. According to a book published in 1947 by Riga Jew Max 
Kaufmann some 5,000 Latvian Jews were deported by the Soviet authori- 
ties to the Russian interior on 14 June 1941.! Israeli Holocaust historian 
Dov Levin informs us that the number of people that the Soviets managed 
to arrest and deport amounted to 34,250. the nationalities of 20,000 of 
these forced deportees are known: 14,000 were Latvians, 5,000 Jews and 
the rest other minorities (mainly Poles).' If 25% of the identified depor- 
tees were Jews, then it seems justifiable to assume that this ratio applied 
also to the total number of deportees, which would mean that the number 
of Jews deported by the Soviets in June 1941 may have amounted to some 
(34,250 x 0.25 =) 8,562, rounded off downward to 8,500. The real number 
may have been lower but may also have been slightly higher: Levin men- 
tions estimates of 10,000 or more.!*4 The figure mentioned by Anders and 
Dubrovskis (1,771) possibly refers to the deportations on 14 June 1941 
alone, although as Levin points out the deportations were carried out over a 
period of some weeks. It is clear that the Anders-Dubrovskis figure of 
78,000 remaining Jews must be reduced by (8,500 — 1,771 =) 6,729 to 
TL271 

Andrew Ezergailis speaks of a “major flight of Jews towards the interi- 
or of the Soviet Union” following the German attack on the Soviet Union, 
while noting that the estimates for the number of refugees to the USSR 
“vary from 10,000 to about 30,000”. This uncertainty, Ezergailis explains, 
is due to the fact that to this date no documents have been found providing 
statistics on the evacuations. '”° 

One must also consider the problem of the presence of Polish-Jewish 
refugees in Latvia. According to the Polish Government-in-Exile and the 
Hebrew Immigrant Aid Society (HIAS) some 30,000 Polish Jews fled to 
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Lithuania, Latvia, Hungary and Romania following the German occupation 
of western Poland in 1939, of whom approximately 11,000 went to the 
bordering Lithuania.!*° Other sources put the number of refugees in the 
Vilnius region alone to some 14—15,000. '?”7 According to E.M. Kulischer 
some 2,000 Polish refugees found their way to Latvia; presumably the ma- 
jority of these were Jews.'** Due to the lack of more exact sources we will 
assume that 1,500 Polish Jews reached Latvia. If as in Lithuania 37-47% 
of the refugees then left the country before June 1941'”° there would have 
remained some 795—945 Polish Jews. As seen above, Anders and Dubrov- 
skis conservatively estimate that 12,771 out of 90,400 Latvian Jews, i.e. 
14% were deported or evacuated in June 1941. If this ratio applied also to 
the Polish-Jewish refugees then there would have been 684-813 left of 
them under German control, the median of which is 748, rounded off up- 
ward to 750. Based on the above considerations we may conclude that 
there lived at the utmost some 73,000 Jews in Latvia at the onset of the 
German occupation, which means that the Stahlecker estimate of 70,000 
Jews is roughly correct. I will, however, adjust my working estimate of the 
number of Jews remaining behind in the provincial settlements from 
14,900 to 17,900. 


4.4. Consequences of the Geographic Distribution of the Reported 
Jewish Victims 


Now, if only some 17,900 Jews remained behind in provincial Latvia at the 
beginning of the German occupation, and if all these Jews were indeed 
wiped out by units sorting under Einsatzgruppe A, then (35,238 — 17,900 
=) 17,338 of the total given in the second Stahlecker Report must refer to 
the three cities of Riga, Daugavpils and Liepaja. As seen above, the same 
three cities at the onset of the occupation had a total of approximately 
55,100 Jewish residents (approximately 34,600 Jews in Riga, some 14,000 
in Daugavpils, and some 6,500 in Liepaja), while in early 1942 a docu- 
mented (4,358 + 962 + 864) 6,184 of these remained in the same cities, a 
reduction of some (55,100 — 6,184 =) 48,916. 

Since the figure of 17,338 cannot contain the early July shooting by 
Einsatzkommando 1b of 1,155 Jews in Daugavpils, the summer 1941 mass 
shooting by EK 3 of 9,012 Jews in the same city as well as the massacre of 
11,034 Jews in the same city on 9 November, as reported by the second 
Stahlecker Report, in addition to the more than 2,000 Riga Jews reported 
shot (1,155 + 9,012 + 11,034 + 2,300 = 23,501) the only conclusion to be 
drawn from this statistical basis is that all three Latvian massacres men- 
tioned in the Stahlecker Report (Riga/Rumbula, Liepaja, Daugavpils) must 
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be considered as not counted in the second Stahlecker Report’s total of 
35,238. If added together, the victim figures of these three mass shootings 
mentioned by Stahlecker amount to 41,184, or 40,184 if subtracting 1,000 
Reich Jews possibly included in the 27,800 Rumbula figure. Now, if we 
add these 40,184 to the 35,238 Einsatzgruppe A figure, the 500 reported 
pogrom victims and the documented number of 6,184 survivors we arrive 
at a total of 82,106, that is, nearly 10,000 above the number of Jews esti- 
mated to have remained in Latvia in its entirety at the beginning of the 
German occupation. Clearly the statistics of the Stahlecker Reports do not 
hold up. 

The first Stahlecker Report contains another contradiction, as it states 
that 9,256 Jews had been executed in the Gebietskommissariat Diinaburg 
by Einsatzgruppe A forces up until 15 October 1941. Yet the number of 
victims of the Latvian shootings reported in the Jager Report as carried out 
by a detachment of EK 3 in July-August 1941 (9,224), the shooting of 
1,155 Daugavpils Jews by EK 1b in early July, and the execution of at least 
80 Rézekne Jews, likewise in early July, add up to 10,459. In addition to 
the figures found in the incident reports and the Jager Report, more than 
3,000 Rézekne Jews are alleged to have been murdered by Latvian “self- 
defence units” in August 1941.'°° In another town in the Gebietskommis- 
sariat, Ludza, some 800 Jews are alleged to have been murdered on 17 
August 1941.!3! 

The final blow to the credibility of the Stahlecker statistics comes from 
a rarely reproduced draft of the infamous “coffin map” attached to the sec- 
ond Stahlecker Report.'** The draft (Figure 4) consists of a more detailed 
map of the Baltic states and Belarus to which text and figures have been 
added in pencil. To the upper right is also found, likewise pencilled in, the 
table of executions from the same report (although with the countries in 
different order, starting with Estonia instead of Lithuania). There are some 
small but interesting discrepancies between the draft and the final version: 


— The victim figures are not placed within stylized pictures of coffins. 

— The Vilnius ghetto (with the figure 15,000 faintly visible to its right) is 
struck out in the draft but not in the final version. The ghetto of 
Sven¢ionys in south-eastern Lithuania is struck out neither in the draft 
nor in the final version (and also goes unmentioned in the report itself), 
despite the fact that it is documented to have housed 566 Jews in Au- 
gust 1942,'°? i.e. a considerably higher figure than was indicated for the 
Liepaja ghetto (300). 
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— The number of estimated remaining Jews in Weissruthenien was first 
written as 110,000, then struck out and replaced with the text found in 
the final version, which gives the figure as 128,000. 

— The number of Jews remaining in Minsk is given as 18,000, whereas 
the final version carries no figure at all. In the report itself it is stated 
that “about 18 00 Jews” (“rund 18 00 Juden’”’) remained in the Minsk 
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Figure 4: Draft of the “coffin map” from the second Stahlecker Report. 137 
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Figure 4b: Detail of the “coffin map” draft. 


ghetto, excluding Reich Jews deported there.'** Since four-digit num- 
bers are written in this way neither in English nor in German it is clear 
that “18 00” should in fact read “18,000” as on the draft map. Accord- 
ing to Yitzhak Arad, however, “[b]etween 45,000 and 46,000 Jews re- 
mained in the [Minsk] ghetto” at the beginning of December 1941,'*° 
whereas in March 1942 the Minsk ghetto, “the largest in Belorussia, 
had a population of about 49,000 Jews, including the 7,000 brought 
there from the Reich”.'*° How was it possible for Stahlecker to underes- 
timate the number of remaining Minsk Jews by 27,000—28,000? 

— The number of Jews shot in the border area between Lithuania and 
Germany (East Prussia) — 5,502 — is struck out on the draft but not in 
the final version. 

— The Liepaja ghetto is struck out in the draft but absent in the final ver- 
sion. 

— Finally, and most importantly for us in this context, under the number 
of Jews executed in Latvia — 35,238, the same as in the final version— is 
written in smaller letters “+ 28.000 (Hoh. SS u. Pol.F.)” (cf. Figure 4 
b). This in turn appears to have been written over something else that 
was then erased. Moreover, it is clear that the first digit in the 35,238 
figure was initially a “2”, which was then overwritten (rather than 
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erased). In the table, on the other hand, “35 238” appears to be the orig- 
inal figure. 
The final discrepancy provides us with a key to the Stahlecker statistics 
pertaining to the Jews of Latvia at the beginning of 1942. Their numbers 
and fates can accordingly be summed up thus: 


Jews shot by Einsatzgruppe A 35,238 


Jews shot by the HSSPF 28,000 
Jews killed in pogrom 500 
Jews remaining in ghettos 3,750 
Total: 67,488 


The total here is obviously very close to the number of Jews estimated by 
Stahlecker to have remained behind at the beginning of the occupation — 
70,000. The words “+ 28.000 (Hoh. SS u. Pol.F.)” can only be taken to 
mean that the Rumbula Massacre (whose victim figure is given as 27,800 
in the report) alone is ascribed to the Higher Leader of the Police and SS. 
From this follows that both of the two other major post-15-October mass 
shootings (in Dauvapils and Liepaja in November and December respec- 
tively) must fall under the account of Einsatzgruppe A. However, if we 
deduct the victim figures reported by Stahlecker for these two mass shoot- 
ings from the Einsatzgruppe A total of executed Jews at the end of the re- 
port period we get (35,238 — 13,384 =) 21,854. But how then could EG A 
and their Latvian helpers have killed 30,025 Jews in Latvia up until 15 Oc- 
tober 1941, as stated in the first Stahlecker Report, or “about 30,000 Jews” 
“up until October 1941” as stated in the second report? 

The matter gets even more bizarre when we consider that the Einsatz- 
gruppe A total for Lithuania indicated on the “coffin map” — 136,421 — is 
identical with the number of Jews executed by EG A Einsatzkommando 3 
in Lithuania according to a telegram sent by Karl Jager to the EG A head- 
quarters in Riga on 9 February 1942,'°8 which in turn is only slightly higher 
than the number of Jews listed in the Jager Report as executed up until 1 
December 1941 (135,318).!° The total of executed Jews in the Jager Re- 
port, however, includes not only 4,934 Reich Jews deported to Kaunas and 
3,031 Belorussian Jews shot near Minsk, but also the already mentioned 
9,224 Latvian Jews reportedly shot in Daugavpils, Dagda and Kraslava in 
July and August 1941. But if the Jewish victim figure found in the Jager 
Report is contained in the 136,421 figure on the “coffin map”, then these 
9,224 Latvian Jews have consequently been erroneously counted among 
those executed in Lithuania. In turn this would mean that the second 
Stahlecker Report and the “coffin map” accounts for a total of (67,488 + 
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9,224 =) 76,712 Latvian Jews — considerably more than the 70,000 Jews 
estimated by Stahlecker to have been remained in Latvia at the onset of the 
German occupation. Now, one might argue that 76,712 is closer to our own 
estimate of some 73,000 Jews remaining in Latvia (including refugees), but 
if we instead consider the actual number of Jews remaining in the Latvian 
ghettos, rather than the number reported by Stahlecker, this would bring 
the total of accounted-for Jews up to 79,146 Jews, making for a remainder 
of some 6,000 Jews who simply should not be there. 

The inevitable conclusion of the above examination is that the statistics 
found in the Stahlecker Reports are not reliable, but are rather to be under- 
stood as statistical fabrications, resulting from exaggerated numbers, bu- 
reaucratic confusion, or possibly even from willful falsification. This in 
turn raises the question: if the Stahlecker Reports present unreliable statis- 
tics on the mass killings of Baltic and Belorussian Jews, is it not then pos- 
sible that at least some of the Jews reported as exterminated did in fact 
meet an altogether different fate? 


To be continued. [It looks like it was never continued; editor] 
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And the War Came 
Ralph Raico 


the Kingdom of Serbia.' In June 1903, Serbian army officers mur- 

dered their king and queen in the palace and threw their bodies out 
a window, at the same time massacring various royal relations, cabinet 
ministers, and members of the palace guards. It was an act that horrified 
and disgusted many in the civilized world. The military clique replaced the 
pro-Austrian Obrenovi¢é dynasty with the anti-Austrian Karadordevi¢s. The 
new government pursued a pro-Russian, Pan-Slavist policy, and a network 
of secret societies sprang up, closely linked to the government, whose goal 
was the “liberation” of the Serb subjects of Austria (and Turkey), and per- 
haps the other South Slavs as well. 

The man who became prime minister, Nicolas PaSic¢, aimed at the crea- 
tion of a Greater Serbia, necessarily at the expense of Austria-Hungary. 
The Austrians felt, correctly, that the cession of their Serb-inhabited lands, 
and maybe even the lands inhabited by the other South Slavs, would set off 
the unraveling of the great multinational Empire. For Austria-Hungary, 
Serbian designs posed a mortal danger. 

The Russian ambassador Hartwig worked closely with Pasié and culti- 
vated connections with some of the secret societies. The upshot of the two 
Balkan Wars which he promoted was that Serbia more than doubled in size 
and threatened Austria-Hungary not only politically but militarily as well. 
Sazonov, the Russian Foreign Minister, wrote to Hartwig, “Serbia has only 
gone through the first stage of her historic road and for the attainment of 
her goal must still endure a terrible struggle in which her whole existence 
may be at stake.” Sazonov went on, as indicated above, to direct Serbian 
expansion to the lands of Austria-Hungary, for which Serbia would have to 
wage “the future inevitable struggle.”’The nationalist societies stepped up 
their activities, not only within Serbia, but also in the Austrian provinces of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina. The most radical of these groups was Union or 
Death, popularly known as the Black Hand. It was led by Colonel Dragutin 
Dimitrievi¢, called Apis, who also happened to be the head of Royal Serbi- 
an Military Intelligence. Apis was a veteran of the slaughter of his own 
king and queen in 1903, as well as of a number of other political murder 
plots. “He was quite possibly the foremost European expert in regicide of 


ck immediate origins of the 1914 war lie in the twisted politics of 
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his time.’? One of his close contacts was Colonel Artamonov, the Russian 
military attaché in Belgrade. 

The venerable emperor of Austria and king of Hungary, Franz Josef, 
who had come to the throne in 1848, clearly had not much longer to live. 
His nephew and heir, Franz Ferdinand, was profoundly concerned by the 
wrenching ethnic problems of the Empire and sought their solution in some 
great structural reform, either in the direction of federalism for the various 
national groups, or else “trialism,” the creation of a third, Slavic compo- 
nent of the Empire, alongside the Germans and the Magyars. Since such a 
concession would mean the ruin of any program for a Greater Serbia, Franz 
Ferdinand was a natural target for assassination by the Black Hand.* 

In the spring of 1914, Serbian nationals who were agents of the Black 
Hand recruited a team of young Bosnian fanatics for the job. The youths 
were trained in Belgrade and provided with guns, bombs, guides (also Ser- 
bian nationals) to help them cross the border, and cyanide for after their 
mission was accomplished. Prime Minister Pasi¢ learned of the plot, in- 
formed his cabinet, and made ineffectual attempts to halt it, including con- 
veying a veiled, virtually meaningless warning to an Austrian official in 
Vienna. (It is also likely that the Russian attaché Artamonov knew of the 
plot.*) No clear message of the sort that might have prevented the assassi- 
nation was forwarded to the Austrians. On June 28, 1914, the plot proved a 
brilliant success, as 19 year old Gavrilo Princip shot and killed Franz Fer- 
dinand and his wife Sophie in the streets of Sarajevo. 

In Serbia, Princip was instantly hailed as a hero, as he was also in post- 
World War I Yugoslavia, where the anniversary of the murders was cele- 
brated as a national and religious holiday. A marble tablet was dedicated at 
the house in front of which the killings took place. It was inscribed: “On 
this historic spot, on 28 June 1914, Gavrilo Princip proclaimed freedom.”* 
In his history of the First World War, Winston Churchill wrote of Princip 
that “he died in prison, and a monument erected in recent years by his fel- 
low-countrymen records his infamy, and their own.” 

In Vienna, in that summer of 1914, the prevalent mood was much less 
Belgrade’s celebration of the deed than Churchill’s angry contempt. This 
atrocity was the sixth in less than four years and strong evidence of the 
worsening Serbian danger, leading the Austrians to conclude that the con- 
tinued existence of an expansionist Serbia posed an unacceptable threat to 
the Habsburg monarchy. An ultimatum would be drawn up containing de- 
mands that Serbia would be compelled to reject, giving Austria an excuse 
to attack. In the end, Serbia would be destroyed, probably divided up 
among its neighbors (Austria, which did not care to have more disaffected 
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South Slavs as subjects, would most likely abstain from the partition). Ob- 
viously, Russia might choose to intervene. However, this was a risk the 
Austrians were prepared to take, especially after they received a “blank 
check” from Kaiser Wilhelm to proceed with whatever measures they 
thought necessary. In the past, German support of Austria had forced the 
Russians to back down. 

Scholars have now available to them the diary of Kurt Riezler, private 
secretary to the German Chancellor Bethmann Hollweg. From this and 
other documents it becomes clear that Bethmann Hollweg’s position in the 
July crisis was a complex one. If Austria were to vanish as a power, Ger- 
many would be threatened by rampant Pan-Slavism supported by growing 
Russian power in the east and by French revanchism in the west. By 
prompting the Austrians to attack Serbia immediately, he hoped that the 
conflict would be localized and the Serbian menace nullified. The Chancel- 
lor, too, understood that the Central Powers were risking a continental war. 
But he believed that if Austria acted swiftly presenting Europe with “a rap- 
id fait accompli,” the war could be confined to the Balkans, and “the inter- 
vention of third parties [avoided] as much as possible.” In this way, the 
German-Austrian alliance could emerge with a stunning political victory 
that might split the Entente and crack Germany’s “encirclement.”* 

But the Austrians procrastinated, and the ultimatum was delivered to 
Serbia only on July 23. When Sazonov, in St. Petersburg, read it, he burst 
out: “C’est la guerre européenne!” — “It is the European war!” The Rus- 
sians felt they could not leave Serbia once again in the lurch, after having 
failed to prevent the Austrian annexation of Bosnia-Herzegovina or to ob- 
tain a seaport for Serbia after the Second Balkan War. Sazonov told a cabi- 
net meeting on July 24 that abandoning Serbia would mean betraying Rus- 
sia’s “historic mission” as the protector of the South Slavs, and also reduce 
Russia to the rank of a second-rate power.’ 

On July 25, the Russian leaders decided to institute what was known in 
their plans as “The period preparatory to war,” the prelude to all-out mobi- 
lization. Directed against both of the Central Powers, this “set in train a 
whole succession of military measures along the Austrian and German 
frontiers.”!° Back in the 1920s, Sidney Fay had already cited the testimony 
of a Serbian military officer, who, in traveling from Germany to Russia on 
July 28, found no military measures underway on the German side of the 
border, while in Russian Poland “mobilization steps [were] being taken on 
a grand scale.” “These secret “preparatory measures,“ commented Fay, 
“enabled Russia, when war came, to surprise the world by the rapidity with 
which she poured her troops into East Prussia and Galicia.”'! In Paris, too, 
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the military chiefs began taking preliminary steps to general mobilization 
as early as July 25." 

On July 28, Austria declared war on Serbia. The French ambassador in 
St. Petersburg, Maurice Paléologue, most likely with the support of Poinca- 
ré, urged the Russians on to intransigence and general mobilization. In any 
case, Poincaré had given the Russians their own “blank check” in 1912, 
when he assured them that “if Germany supported Austria [in the Balkans], 
France would march.” Following the (rather ineffectual) Austrian bom- 
bardment of Belgrade, the Tsar was finally persuaded on July 30 to author- 
ize general mobilization, to the delight of the Russian generals (the decree 
was momentarily reversed, but then confirmed, finally). Nicholas II had no 
doubt as to what that meant: “Think of what awful responsibility you are 
advising me to take! Think of the thousands and thousands of men who 
will be sent to their deaths!”!* In a very few years the Tsar himself, his 
family, and his servants would be shot to death by the Bolsheviks. 

What had gone wrong? James Joll wrote, “The Austrians had believed 
that vigorous action against Serbia and a promise of German support would 
deter Russia; the Russians had believed that a show of strength against 
Austria would both check the Austrians and deter Germany. In both cases, 
the bluff had been called.” Russia — and, through its support of Russia, 
France — as well as Austria and Germany, was quite willing to risk war in 
July, 1914. 

As the conflict appeared more and more inevitable, in all the capitals 
the generals clamored for their contingency plans to be put into play. The 
best-known was the Schlieffen Plan, drawn up some years before, which 
governed German strategy in case of a two-front war. It called for concen- 
trating forces against France for a quick victory in the west, and then trans- 
porting the bulk of the army to the eastern front via the excellent German 
railway system, to meet and vanquish the slow-moving (it was assumed) 
Russians. Faced with Russian mobilization and the evident intention of 
attacking Austria, the Germans activated the Schlieffen Plan. It was, as 
Sazonov had cried out, the European War.'° 

On July 31, the French cabinet, acceding to the demand of the head of 
the army, General Joffre, authorized general mobilization. The next day, 
the German ambassador to St. Petersburg, Portalés, called on the Russian 
Foreign Minister. After asking him four times whether Russia would can- 
cel mobilization and receiving each time a negative reply, Portalés present- 
ed Sazonov with Germany’s declaration of war. The German ultimatum to 
France was a formality. On August 3, Germany declared war on France as 
well.” 
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Kaiser Wilhelm II (left) and Archduke Franz Ferdinand of Austria 
(right) in a car, 1912. The military airship “Parseval” (probably either 
PL 2/P. lor PL 4/M 1) is on the left, and the Zeppelin on the right. 
This is an early example of photo fakery. Photographer Oscar 
Tellgmann added the airships to his photo. Bundesarchiv, Bild 136- 
B0435 / Tellgmann, Oscar / CC-BY-SA [Public domain or CC-BY-SA- 
3.0-de (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/de/deed.en)], 

via Wikimedia Commons. 
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The question of “war-guilt” has been endlessly agitated.'* It can be stat- 
ed with assurance that Fischer and his followers have in no way proven 
their case. That, for instance, Helmut Moltke, head of the German Army, 
like Conrad, his counterpart in Vienna, pressed for a preventive war has 
long been known. But both military chieftains were kept in check by their 
superiors. In any case, there is no evidence whatsoever that Germany in 
1914 deliberately unleashed a European war which it had been preparing 
for years — no evidence in the diplomatic and internal political documents, 
in the military planning, in the activities of the intelligence agencies, or in 
the relations between the German and Austrian General Staffs.'° 

Karl Dietrich Erdmann, put the issue well: 


“Peace could have been preserved in 1914, had Berchtold, Sazonov, 
Bethmann-Hollweg, Poincaré, [British Foreign Secretary] Grey, or one 
of the governments concerned, so sincerely wanted it that they were 
willing to sacrifice certain political ideas, traditions, and conceptions, 
which were not their own personal ones, but those of their peoples and 
their times.’ 


, 


This sober judgment throws light on the faulty assumptions of sympathiz- 
ers with the Fischer approach. John W. Langdon, for instance, concedes 
that any Russian mobilization “would have required an escalatory response 
from Germany.” He adds, however, that to expect Russia not to mobilize 
“when faced with an apparent Austrian determination to undermine Serbi- 
an sovereignty and alter the Balkan power balance was to expect the im- 
possible.” Thus, Langdon exculpates Russia because Austria “seemed bent 
on a course of action clearly opposed to Russian interests in eastern Eu- 
rope.””! True enough — but Russia “seemed bent” on using Serbia to op- 
pose Austrian interests (the Austrian interest in survival), and France 
“seemed bent” on giving full support to Russia, and so on. This is what 
historians meant when they spoke of shared responsibility for the onset of 
the First World War. 

Britain still has to be accounted for. With the climax of the crisis, Prime 
Minister Asquith and Foreign Secretary Edward Grey were in a quandary. 
While the Entente cordiale was not a formal alliance, secret military con- 
versations between the general staffs of the two nations had created certain 
expectations and even definite obligations. Yet, aside from high military 
circles and, of course, the First Lord of the Admiralty, Winston Churchill, 
no one in Britain was rabid for war. Luckily for the British leaders, the 
Germans came to their rescue. The success of the attack on France that was 
the linchpin of the Schlieffen Plan depended above all on speed. This could 
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only be achieved, it was thought, by infringing the neutrality of Belgium. 
“The obligation to defend Belgian neutrality was incumbent on all the sig- 
natories to the 1839 treaty acting collectively, and this had been the view 
adopted by the [British] cabinet only a few days previously. But now Brit- 
ain presented itself as Belgium’s sole guarantor” (emphasis added).” Ig- 
noring (or perhaps ignorant of) the crucial precondition of collective action 
among the guarantors, and with the felicity of expression customary among 
German statesmen of his time, Bethmann Hollweg labeled the Belgian neu- 
trality treaty “a scrap of paper.”’? Grey, addressing the House of Com- 
mons, referred to the invasion of Belgium as “the direst crime that ever 
stained the pages of history.” 

The violation of non-belligerent Belgium’s territory, though deplorable, 
was scarcely unprecedented in the annals of great powers. In 1807, units of 
the British navy entered Copenhagen harbor, bombarded the city, and 
seized the Danish fleet. At the time, Britain was at peace with Denmark, 
which was a neutral in the Napoleonic wars. The British claimed that Na- 
poleon was about to invade Denmark and seize the fleet himself. As they 
explained in a manifesto to the people of Copenhagen, Britain was acting 
not only for its own survival but for the freedom of all peoples. 

As the German navy grew in strength, calls were heard in Britain “to 
Copenhagen” the German fleet, from Sir John Fischer, First Sea Lord, and 
even from Arthur Lee, First Lord of the Admiralty. They were rejected, 
and England took the path of outbuilding the Germans in the naval arms 
race. But the willingness of high British authorities to act without scruple 
on behalf of perceived vital national interests did not go unnoticed in Ger- 
many.” When the time came, the Germans acted harshly towards neutral 
Belgium, though sparing the Belgians lectures on the freedom of mankind. 
Ironically, by 1916, the king of Greece was protesting the seizure of Greek 
territories by the Allies; like Belgium, the neutrality of Corfu had been 
guaranteed by the powers. His protests went unheeded.” 

The invasion of Belgium was merely a pretext for London.?’ This was 
clear to John Morley, as he witnessed the machinations of Grey and the 
war party in the cabinet. In the last act of authentic English liberalism, 
Lord Morley, biographer of Cobden and Gladstone and author of the tract, 
On Compromise, upholding moral principles in politics, handed in his res- 
ignation.” 

Britain’s entry into the war was crucial. In more ways than one, it 
sealed the fate of the Central Powers. Without Britain in the war, the Unit- 
ed States would never have gone in. 
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Unholy Pursuit 


The Charles Zentai Case in Australia 


Nigel Jackson 


I 


“Circumstantial evidence is a very tricky thing,” answered Holmes 
thoughtfully; “it may seem to point very straight to one thing, but if you 
shift your own point of view a little, you may find it pointing in an 
equally uncompromising manner to something entirely different. It must 
be confessed, however, that the case looks exceedingly grave against 


the young man, and it is very possible that he is indeed the culprit.” 


—The Boscombe Valley Mystery, by Sir Arthur Conan Doyle 


The Background 


The current pursuit of alleged Nazi war criminals was enabled in Australia 
by the amendment of the War Crimes Act in 1988. Public pressure to ena- 
ble such a campaign had been stimulated by various factors, including 
claims about the imminent deportation from Australia of an alleged Nazi 
war criminal, a Latvian named Konrad Kalejs, and a well-publicised Aus- 
tralian Broadcasting Corporation radio series produced by a collaboration 
between Mark Aarons (an ABC [Australian Broadcasting Corporation] 
producer and a longstanding associate of the Sydney communist communi- 
ty) and John Loftus (a disaffected former member of the US Office for 
Special Investigations).' 

As Professor Robert Manne, a prominent Australian intellectual and a 
Jew, noted,” the issue thus raised became the subject of a government in- 
quiry in 1986 under Mr Andrew Menzies, the resulting report being used as 
the basis of proposed new legislation in the form of an amendment to the 
1945 legislation establishing a military tribunal to try Japanese war crimi- 
nals. Menzies “examined allegations against two hundred people who had 
allegedly committed war crimes and were living in Australia. [...] (he) put 
aside a number of allegations because they were too vague or because there 
was insufficient connection between the alleged events and the person con- 
cerned or the crime was not serious enough. His list was reduced to some 
seventy people.” There is a reasonable presumption that Menzies was cho- 
sen for the job because he could be depended upon to produce a report 
consonant with the Australian Government’s wishes; and it was convenient 
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that he had a surname comforting to Australian conservatives because of 
the famous Liberal prime minister, Sir Robert Menzies. In my view the 
Menzies Report failed to find adequate justification for the holding of the 
desired trials. It relied on the tainted precedent of the Nuremberg and other 
post-World War Two trials, and on popular opinions. 

Manne bravely pointed out that “the momentum” for the campaign 
“seems to have been generated by [...] the Office of Special Investigations, 
the Simon Wiesenthal Centre and the World Jewish Congress.” In short, 
there was no demand for the campaign from the Australian people them- 
selves. 

After an intense debate in the nation’s public forums, during which the 
proposed legislation was opposed by many of Australia’s judges and law- 
yers, the amendment was made law by the federal Parliament, since it en- 
joyed the support of the then Government, led by Australian Labour Party 
prime minister Bob Hawke, which had a majority in both the House of 
Representatives and the Senate. 

This decision went against the advice in 1961 of the then Acting Minis- 
ter for External Affairs, Sir Garfield Barwick QC, to the effect that the time 
had come to close the chapter on war crimes relating to World War Two.° 
It also went against the joint decision in 1963 by the Australian Govern- 
ment and the opposition that, legally speaking, the question of Nazi war 
crimes should be drawn to a close.°® 

The Hawke government seemed over-zealous in its devotion to the 
cause. Thus, in 1987, well before the amendment bill had been passed in 
the Parliament, the man who became head of the nation’s war crimes unit, 
Robert F. Greenwood QC, was travelling overseas to negotiate agreements 
about the provision of evidence by the Soviet Union and the communist 
governments in Hungary and Yugoslavia!’ 

A challenge to the legislation was later made in the Australian High 
Court.* It was narrowly lost in August 1991 by a 4-3 decision. This enabled 
cases to be brought against three suspects. Ivan Polyukhovich went on trial 
on 28 October of that year and was found not guilty in May 1993. The 
charges against Heinrich Wagner were later withdrawn “because of ill 
health.” A third case against Mikolay Berezowsky was withdrawn because 
there was “insufficient evidence for a trial.”? The farcical nature of some 
stages in these legal proceedings was exemplified by an incident during the 
first stages of the prosecution of Berezowsky:!” 


“A 78-year-old witness was asked to identify the accused. Instead of do- 
ing so, the witness confidently put his glasses on and pointed to a 76- 
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year-old Texan lawyer, Mr Robert Caswell, who was seated in the pub- 
lic gallery about ten yards from Berezowsky!”’ 


No wonder, then, that one of the public protesters against these trials had 
been, in November 1991, Sir Walter Crocker, a former Lieutenant Gover- 
nor of South Australia for nine years and, before that, an Australian ambas- 
sador for nearly twenty years. Sir Walter issued an important statement at 
the time, in which he said, inter alia:'! 


“Our Federal Government, in spite of including a number of men of 
undoubted integrity and ability, has agreed to the trial [of Polyu- 
khovich] through giving in to the pressures of a lobby that represents 
very few Australians and no Australian interests, but which is but- 
tressed with great wealth, with exceptional self-centred persistence, and 
with ruthless cleverness. A connected lobby has been operating with 
similar effects in England and France. Its propaganda, accepted by 
large segments of the mass media, has confused and misled Australians, 
even those normally well informed. [...] 

This and related trials are not driven by justice but by hatred and re- 
venge. [...] The events took place half a century ago. The nature of evi- 
dence available is dubious. That is why the great majority of names on 
the lobby’s original lists have, on legal advice, been dropped by the 
Government. [...] The accused committed no crimes in Australia during 
their years here. [...] The accused committed no crimes against Aus- 
tralians anywhere. [...| The spirit of hatred and revenge unleashed by 
the trials can poison and destabilise nations as well as persons.” 


The campaign had ended in fiasco. Its promoters then turned to a second 
strategy. In 1988 Professor Manne had commented that one way of dealing 
with alleged Nazi war criminals would be deportation to the Soviet Union. 
“This,” he said, “would be legally proper in a sense, but would mean the 
impossibility of a fair trial and their death. For the reasons given by Sena- 
tor Cooney, this is impossible.” !” 

Despite this, the relevant lobby, apparently determined to ensure that 
Australia played its part in their scheme, turned in subsequent years to the 
different approach of extradition. Australian justice had proved itself to be 
too protective of the rights of those accused. It seemed better, then, to turn 
to the US model. Get the suspects deported to some Eastern European na- 
tion where the style of justice was rather different and successful prosecu- 
tions thus more likely. To facilitate this, over the next two decades Austral- 
ian extradition law was changed and agreements for extradition signed 
with various relevant nations. The attack was then renewed in Australia. 
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Some of the suspects, like Kalejs, died before they could be deported. But 
Charles Zentai has lived on into his nineties and is now the prime target. At 
the time of writing (31 July 2012) his case is before the High Court. If he 
loses it, the Australian Government will have the final say over whether or 
not he should be deported to Hungary. It is time to turn to his story. 


The Accusations 


The chief pursuer of Charles Zentai is Dr. Efraim Zuroff, director of the 
Jerusalem-based Simon Wiesenthal Centre. He provided a summary of the 
case against Zentai in 2007.'? Zuroff explained that the Centre had 
launched “Operation Last Chance,” a final attempt to bring Nazi war crim- 
inals to justice, in Hungary on 13 July 2004. Zuroff explained how this 
project, which included the offering of money for information, brought 
attention to Zentai: 


“Local Holocaust scholar Laszlo Karsai sent me a letter from Adam 
Balazs, an elderly Holocaust survivor living in Budapest, with about 
two dozen yellowing pages that clearly were copies of witness state- 
ments from 1948. According to Karsai’s cover letter, Adam Balazs had 
‘a lot of first-hand documents proving that his brother Peter Balazs was 
killed by Karoly [later Charles] Zentai. ’ 

What emerged from the testimonies was that, in the fall of 1944, Karoly 
Zentai, an officer in the Hungarian Army serving in Budapest, would 
frequently go on manhunts for Jews, who were taken to his army bar- 
racks where they were severely beaten. On 8 November 1944 Zentai, 
while riding in a streetcar, identified 15-year-old Peter Balazs as a Jew 
who was not wearing the requisite yellow star. He forced Peter Balazs 
off the streetcar and took him to his barracks at Arena Street 51. There, 
together with two fellow-officers accomplices, Bela Mader and Lajos 
Nagy, he beat the Jewish teenager to death. Later, together with the lat- 
ter, he weighted the body down with rocks and threw it into the Danube 
River. After the war, Mader was sentenced to life imprisonment and 
Nagy to death for war crimes; and, in the course of the latter’s trial, 
Zentai’s role in the murder of Peter Balazs was revealed.” 


Further information of the case against Zentai comes from Gyorgy Va- 
mos.'* This commentator stated that he had spent several months sifting 
through the surviving records of the Budapest People’s Court.'° 

Vamos wrote: 
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Chief pursuer of Charles Zentai is Efraim Zuroff, director of the Simon 
Wiesenthal Centre (2007). Arikb at the Hebrew language Wikipedia 
[GFDL (http://www.gnu.org/copyleft/fdl.html) or CC-BY-SA-3.0 
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/)], from Wikimedia 
Commons 


“In the autumn of 1944 the army unit in which Karoly Zentai was a jun- 
ior officer was housed at 51 Arena Avenue. After the Hungarian equiva- 
lent of the Nazi Party, the Arrow Cross, assumed power in October of 
that year, Budapest's residents lived in terror. Jews who ventured on to 
the streets risked their lives. Members of the army and the Arrow Cross 
stopped people on a whim and demanded that they prove their identity. 
Those whose papers were not considered to be in order were detained 
by army units and taken to the Arena Avenue barracks, where — under 
the guise of interrogation — they were beaten mercilessly.” 


After the war, several witnesses testified that in early November 1944 a 
young man was beaten to death at the barracks. Peter Balazs, a young Jew- 
ish man, had been drafted for forced-labour service in April 1944, but did 
not show up at the appointed place and time. Instead, he lived in Budapest 
using false (Christian) identity papers. On 8 November 1944 he left home 
and disappeared. 


“Peter’s father, Dezso, a lawyer from the outlying suburb of Budafok, 
subsequently spoke to one of the witnesses who claimed that a young 
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man had been killed by the army at around this time. In April 1948 
Dezso Balazs officially accused Karoly Zentai of involvement in his 
son’s murder. [...] ” 

“Dezso Balazs [testified]: ‘Zentai knew that my son visited the Union 
Construction Workers and that he took part in the resistance movement. 
He mentioned a number of times to his fellow officers that he would like 
to get hold of my son.’” 


Vamos listed a number of others who testified against Zentai before the 
People’s Court in 1948. These included Janos Mahr (a soldier in the unit), 
although there is some doubt as to whether or not he specifically implicat- 
ed Zentai. Others were Nagy, Mader, Miklos Polonyi (another unit mem- 
ber), Imre Zoltan (a Jewish forced-labourer) and Sergeant Jozsef Monori 
(who stated that he arranged the transport to the Danube for the murderers 
and the body). 

More light on the case against Zentai was cast by David Weber of the 
Australian Broadcasting Corporation in 2010.'° Weber explained how the 
Soviet Army “was driving across Hungary” at the time, 


“crushing German resistance. By November, the Soviets were in the 
suburbs of the capital. The transport unit [Zentai’s] was ordered out of 
the city, possibly as a means to save Hungarian troops, their families 
and their equipment from obliteration. [...] 

After the war, the regime in Hungary set about charging and convicting 
those who'd persecuted or killed Jewish people. [...] 

Statements from Mader and Nagy reportedly prompted the Hungarian 
authorities to ask for Zentai — then in the American zone in Germany — 
to be sent back. [...] It’s not known why Zentai was not extradited to 
Hungary then. [...] There’s no evidence that Zentai knew of the request 
from Hungary, or of the accusations against him. [...| Zentai has never 
directly been accused of being a member of the Nazi Party or any Hun- 
garian affiliate.” 


Vamos pointed out that, when Mader and Nagy were called to account for 
the killing, no proof of their alleged action was found. Presumably this 
means that the body was never found. 

In summary, Zentai stands charged with a specific act of murder, under- 
stood as a war crime in the overall context of the Holocaust, and with other 
non-specified acts of violence against Jews. 

Without at this stage considering the veracity or otherwise of the case 
against Zentai, we can note that it is credible and makes sense; and we can 
feel sympathy and admiration for a father and a brother who may well have 
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laboured hard and sincerely to obtain what they believed was justice in 
connection with their lost relative. 


The Proceedings 


In 2005 the Hungarian Government sought to have Zentai extradited from 
Australia to Hungary. In March of that year a Hungarian military tribunal 
issued an international warrant for Zentai’s arrest. Australian Justice Min- 
ister Chris Ellison, a member of the then Liberal-National Coalition gov- 
ernment, signed the request.'’ On 8 July Zentai was arrested by the Aus- 
tralian Federal Police to await an extradition hearing. !® 

In 2006 Perth magistrate Wayne Tarr rejected an attempt by Zentai to 
alter his bail conditions for reasons of poor health. A Federal Court bid to 
have the extradition quashed was scheduled to be heard on 28 July of that 
year.!? On 29 July, The Australian reported on a joint challenge by Zentai 
and another litigant fighting extradition to Ireland over fraud charges:” 


“Lawyers for Zentai claimed that magistrates do not have the constitu- 
tional power to hear extradition applications. Barrister Dr Steven 
Churches argued that magistrates had no standing in international law 
and were not legally equipped under the Constitution to make decisions 
on behalf of the Commonwealth of Australia. ” 


On 12 September, Judge Antony Siopis of the Federal Court ruled that 
Zentai must face an extradition hearing in Perth Magistrates Court on 22 
September, when a hearing date could be set.”! 

Zentai and his co-litigant appealed the decision of Judge Siopis to the 
full bench of the Federal Court. Zentai’s lawyers argued that his health was 
too poor to justify extradition. They said that the role of hearing extradi- 
tions was not the responsibility of a magistrate because the state govern- 
ment did not assent to it. The republics of Ireland and Hungary claimed 
that magistrates do have the right to hear extradition proceedings because 
their posts make them persona designata. On 16 April 2007 Zentai’s ap- 
peal was dismissed, the result being announced by Justice Brian Tamber- 
lin.” 

The High Court on 3 September granted Zentai special leave to appeal 
to it. Earlier he had failed to avoid extradition proceedings while his appeal 
went to the High Court. Prosecutor Pauline Cust had argued that the war- 
rant for Zentai’s arrest had been issued in 2005 and that proceedings 
should no longer be delayed. Magistrate Graeme Calder agreed and ad- 
journed the matter until 7 August. However, on 25 September Perth magis- 
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trate Steven Heath put off until February 2008 a decision on Zentai’s ex- 
tradition hearing date, pending the result of his High Court challenge.” 

The challenge was lost on 23 April 2008 by a majority of six to one. 
Zentai on this occasion had been joined with two other litigants. The trio 
had argued that extradition law was invalid because it involved a “constitu- 
tionally impermissible” attempt by the Commonwealth to impose a duty 
upon magistrates as holders of a statutory office. But the High Court found 
the law did not impose a duty on magistrates. “It conferred a power which, 
under the Crimes Act, the state magistrates were not obliged to accept.” 
Zentai’s extradition case was now to be heard in court in Perth on 12 Au- 
gust.” 

The date was later changed to 18 August, on which date Zentai was to 
face a three-day extradition hearing before Magistrate Barbara Lane. If she 
decided Zentai should be extradited, his only avenue of appeal would be to 
the ALP Government’s Home Affairs Minister Bob Debus. There were 
several grounds on which the minister could prevent an extradition, includ- 
ing health or humanitarian issues.*° Michael Corboy SC, acting for Hunga- 
ry, told the court on 18 August that the extradition was an administrative 
process and that the Federal Attorney General would make the final deci- 
sion.”° Zentai’s lawyers told the magistrate that the legislation under which 
their client had been charged was not valid at the time of the alleged of- 
fence. Zentai had been charged under the wrong legislation. Grant Don- 
aldson SC said that, although the 1878 Hungarian Criminal Code was valid 
at the time, Zentai had been arrested under legislation that did not come 
into effect until 1945, a year after the alleged offence. Commonwealth 
prosecutor Michael Corboy SC said that, under extradition proceedings, the 
magistrate was not permitted to delve into foreign law. He said that wheth- 
er the legislation was valid was a matter for the Federal Attorney General.?’ 

In August 2008 Magistrate Barbara Lane ruled that Zentai had satisfied 
administrative requirements for extradition. The alleged crime must be 
punishable by more than one year in prison, it must be an offence under the 
laws of both countries, and the charges must not be politically motivated. 
(These were the criteria for extradition according to a bilateral treaty 
signed by Australia and Hungary in 1997.) 

Zentai appealed against this ruling to the Federal Court. On 30 March 
2009 Federal Court Judge John Gilmour ruled that Zentai was eligible for 
extradition and that Magistrate Barbara Lane had been correct to rule that 
he could be sent to Hungary. In response to the argument that the extradi- 
tion could not proceed because the charge Zentai was facing was not an 
offence at the time it was allegedly committed, Grant Donaldson SC had 
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replied that under the extradition treaty between Hungary and Australia, 
the law could be applied retrospectively.” 

Zentai decided to appeal to the full bench of the Federal Court. On 8 
October 2009, he lost this appeal, but was granted a stay of fourteen days 
on the execution of the extradition warrant. °° Zentai’s legal team now had 
to consider whether to seek leave to appeal to the High Court. According to 
Ernie Steiner, his son, Zentai had already faced legal bills of more than 
$200,000. The final say on Zentai’s surrender would now be made by 
Home Affairs Minister Brendan O’Connor, to whom Zentai’s family had 
already made lengthy submissions.*! Zentai decided not to seek leave to 
appeal to the High Court and surrendered himself to the Australian Federal 
Police and imprisonment.** On 12 November 2009 the Australian Govern- 
ment approved Zentai’s extradition to Hungary, making this the first case 
in which that government had approved of extraditing any Nazi suspect.* 
O’Connor confirmed that the Government would not intervene to overturn 
the Federal Court ruling that Zentai could be extradited. Subject to any le- 
gal challenge, Hungarian authorities had two months to arrange the extradi- 
tion. Zentai had spent the past three weeks in gaol. O’Connor said that the 
decision to approve extradition was not an indication of Zentai’s guilt or 
innocence:** 


“It was about deciding whether or not Zentai should be surrendered to 
Hungary in accordance with Australia’s extradition legislation and its 


d 


international obligations.’ 


Zentai’s lawyers had argued that he should not be extradited because of his 
ill health, because he would not receive a fair trial and because witness 
statements were tainted. * 

Zentai decided to appeal the Australian Government’s decision to the 
Federal Court. Hungary stated that it would wait until all Zentai’s appeals 
were exhausted before taking any further steps on the extradition. Zentai 
was granted bail on 16 December 2009, ending two months in custody, 
during which he was locked up for fifteen hours minimum each day.*° 

Early in 2010, there came the dramatic news that a leading Perth barris- 
ter, Malcolm McCusker QC, had taken up Zentai’s fight for no fee. “His 
first task will be to argue to the Federal Court for access to the unedited 
documents on which Home Affairs Minister Brendan O’Connor based his 
November 2009 extradition ruling in the case.” The Minister’s office had 
told Zentai the departmental documents could not be completely released 
due to legal professional privilege. Zentai’s legal team had only an edited 
version of the sixty-page document. “We need to at least know what the 
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reason was behind the Minister’s decision,” said McCusker. “They’re re- 
fusing to give it to us... so much for open government!” McCusker said 
that grounds for appeal could be that there is no basis to extradite for ques- 
tioning, and that it would be unfair because there were no living witnesses 
who could testify.°’ 

In February Zentai asked the Australian Human Rights Commission to 
help stop the extradition. His lawyer wanted the Commission to intervene 
in the coming legal challenge to be heard in the Federal Court in late 
March.*® In asking the Commission President, Catherine Branson, to inter- 
vene, lawyer Denis Barich argued that the Zentai case qualified as a dis- 
crimination and human rights issue because of the need of Hungary to en- 
sure it could provide for a fair trial. The Commission could investigate 
whether any trial might be jeopardised by the absence of any relevant wit- 
nesses and whether a trial could also be prejudiced by Zentai’s political 
leanings or nationality. The application also questioned whether possible 
coercion or torture were grounds for investigating statements made to 
Hungarian authorities in the late 1940’s which could be used against Zen- 
tai. Barich said that the Commission could assist the courts and help Zentai 
pay for his fight against extradition. Barich sought the Commission’s in- 
tervention on the basis that “the applicant is a pensioner without legal aid 
who is not in a financial position to afford the numerous human rights doc- 
uments and authorities that the case requires.’””° 

During the appeal hearing the Government lawyer, Jeremy Allanson 
SC, insisted that O’Connor’s decision was in accordance with Australia’s 
extradition treaty with Hungary. “This is a matter of international obliga- 
tion. It’s a matter of Australia being consistent with the treaty.” Zentai was 
appealing to the Court to either quash O’Connor’s decision or refer his 
case back to the Minister, so that discretionary factors such as his nationali- 
ty and age could be considered. Allanson responded that O’Connor had 
already been told [before making his decision] of these matters and that 
Zentai was an Australian citizen with a “meaningful connection” to Aus- 
tralia. [Zentai had migrated to Australia in 1950.]*° 

At this point, Zentai experienced a dramatic change of fortune. On 2 Ju- 
ly, he won his appeal. Federal Court Judge Neil McKerracher found that 
Zentai was not liable for extradition and that it was beyond O’Connor’s 
jurisdiction to make the order. The Judge said the Minister had failed to 
consider whether it would be “oppressive and incompatible with humani- 
tarian considerations” to extradite Zentai, given his age, ill health and the 
potential severity of the punishment.*! The Judge also found that war crime 
was not a “qualifying extradition offence.’ Additional findings concerned 
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the unreliability of the allegations against him, the difficulty in obtaining a 
conviction and the fact that Zentai had not actually been formally accused 
or charged with a crime.¥ 

The Australian Government indicated that it would need time to decide 
whether there were legal grounds for appealing Judge McKerracher’s deci- 
sion. Some months went by and on 10 December 2010 the Judge noted that 
if no appeal had been received by 24 January 2011, Zentai should be con- 
sidered a free man and released from bail. He also awarded costs to Zentai 
related to his 2 July decision. 

Many of the minority of Australians who had followed this case were 
no doubt hopeful that reason and justice had finally prevailed. However, on 
4 January 2011 O’Connor did launch an appeal.“ McCusker, now an Aus- 
tralian of the Year nominee, said that he was appalled by the Government’s 
determination to extradite one of its own citizens for unfounded war crime 
allegations. He pointed out that in the past the Commonwealth Director of 
Public Prosecutions had looked at all the evidence and determined there 
was no case to be answered. “You have to question... what’s motivating 
the Government to do this.” * 

There was a two-day hearing of the appeal before Interstate Federal 
Court judges Anthony North, Christopher Jessup and Anthony Besanko on 
16 and 17 May 2011. Zentai could not appear in court after suffering a 
stroke. (He had also suffered a stroke in 2010.) *© Peter Johnston, a lawyer 
for Zentai, stated that O’Connor might have been misled by false infor- 
mation when he approved the extradition. In fact, Zentai’s change of fami- 
ly name from Steiner to Zentai had occurred when Zentai was only thir- 
teen. Zentai’s legal team also claimed that the Hungarian authorities ap- 
peared to have no live witnesses for cross-examination in any case that 
might be taken against Zentai, this meaning that a fair trial was impossible. 
However, Government lawyer Stephen Lloyd said that those authorities 
had given an assurance that any trial would be fair and that it was not a 
safe assumption they had no witnesses. “Hungarian authorities have their 
own material... they don’t have to tell us.” He said it was clear that crimi- 
nal proceedings were under way in Hungary against Zentai and that it was 
not just a preliminary investigation, as Judge McKerracher had concluded. 
[This, however, appears to have marked a change of position made very 
recently by Hungary, presumably to give them a better chance of obtaining 
the extradition.] Lloyd added that the Hungarian authorities did not have to 
send officers to Australia to question Zentai, as they “wanted to execute 
their own criminal procedures as they see fit.’*” 
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Throughout this protracted legal process of over six years, Zentai had 
always denied pulling Peter Balazs from a tram in Budapest and in taking 
part in the beating that led to his death. “8 

On 16 August 2011, the Federal Court judges announced that they up- 
held parts of the challenge but dismissed most of the arguments. Peter 
Johnston, acting for Zentai, said that O’Connor now must determine what 
constituted a “war crime” before the case could continue. Zentai could 
lodge a further appeal in the High Court. A spokeswoman from O’Con- 
nor’s office noted that the Court had in fact upheld two of the three 
grounds on which the Government had appealed. The one matter it did not 
agree with was that the offence should come under Australia and Hunga- 
ry’s extradition agreement.” 

Zentai’s case is currently, as of 31 July, before the High Court. On 28 
March 2012 the Government told the court that it should be allowed to ex- 
tradite Zentai to Hungary, despite war crimes not being an offence in Hun- 
gary at the time of the alleged actions. Zentai’s counsel, Geoffrey Kennett 
SC, said that if Zentai could have been charged with murder under 1944 
law, that offence should have been listed on the extradition warrant. 

As a postscript, the following information about proceedings in Hunga- 
ry after World War Two may be noted. 

Bela Mader was extradited to Hungary by the American Army in 1945. 
On 21 March 1946 he was sentenced to forced labour for life, but was re- 
leased in September 1956. Lajos Nagy was accused when he returned from 
captivity in Russia in mid-1947. He was sentenced to death on 26 February 
1948 for several crimes, including Balazs’s murder, but this was later 
commuted to forced labour for life. Nagy left Hungary at the end of 1956.°! 
The anti-communist uprising in Hungary of 1956 appears to have had fa- 
vourable repercussions for both men. On 21 April 1948 the public prosecu- 
tor requested that the Budapest People’s Court issue an arrest warrant for 
Zentai, alleging his involvement in war crimes and stating that he was in 
the American zone of Germany. The court issued the warrant on 29 April 
and requested that the Minister of Justice arrange Zentai’s extradition. On 
20 May the ministry announced that this had been undertaken through dip- 
lomatic channels, but the extradition never occurred. It is not known why.” 


The Case against Zentai 


The case against Zentai appears to rest almost, if not entirely, upon docu- 
mentary evidence, most of it coming from the communist-run People’s 
Court in 1948. “Evidence hidden in long-forgotten archives in Budapest 
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indicts Zentai as the sole surviving suspect in this killing [of Peter 
Balazs].”°* Vamos points out that the information Dezso Balazs had ac- 
quired “was detailed, right down to the presence of six Jewish forced la- 
bourers at the barracks.”°* Vamos also addresses the claim by Zentai that 
he had already left Budapest the day before on 7 November 1944:°° 


“This is unlikely, as a soldier usually leaves his unit only if he is trans- 

ferred or goes absent without leave. Zentai has not claimed that either 
situation applied. [...| Unit member Sandor Lippkai stated that they left 
some time between 10 and 15 November. According to yet another, 
Laszlo Moricz, the unit moved to Hanta on 11 November.” 


The various witness statements appear largely, if not wholly, to support 
each other. Vamos reports:*° 


“Some of the witnesses in the Mader and Nagy cases served in their 
unit, while others were Jews they had arrested. The testimonies coin- 
cide in some areas, and in others are complementary. They demonstrate 
that the unit regularly patrolled Budapest, checking people’s identities 
and arresting and beating suspects.” 


Vamos brings forward a number of the key testimonies, as follows. In Feb- 
ruary 1948 another unit member, Miklos Polonyi, testified that... Nagy had 
boasted about the operations... “He also mentioned that one person, whom 
they had beaten to death, had been thrown into the Danube. He said he had 
someone helping him: Zentai [...].” In 1947 Nagy recalled a 17- or 18- 
year-old Jewish boy who had been brought in by Zentai and who was the 
son of a lawyer or physician from Budafok. [...] Mader, the unit’s com- 
manding officer, made two statements about the Balazs killing, the first on 
22 March 1948: 


“As far as I know [...] Zentai, too, had an active role in the case of the 
young man who was beaten to death. [...] when I arrived at the office 
and this young man was already lying dying on the floor, Zentai was 
present together with Nagy, and he was checking the dying man’s 
pulse... it was Zentai who told me that he had arrested this young man 
in the street and had brought him to the barracks.” 
Subsequently Mader claimed that he had gone home to his family at 
around 4pm on that day. 
“Of the company officers only Zentai stayed on. |...] I returned to the 
barracks only at IIpm. [...] Zentai and Nagy were also there. [...] I 
then caught sight of a man who was lying on the floor and rattled.” 
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Imre Zoltan, a forced labourer, recalled being taken “[...] to the unit’s of- 
fice, where Mader, Nagy and Zentai were present [...].”” According to his 
account, Mader called the rattling sounds of the dying man “music”... Ser- 
geant Jozsef Monori stated that “Nagy and Zentai brought out a dead body. 
[...] During the ride [to the Danube] they discussed that they shouldn’t 
have hit the boy as hard as they had. [...] they took the dead body and 
threw it in the Danube.” Janos Mahr identified “the young man who had 
been brought in and who had been maltreated by Nagy and Mader” as Pe- 
ter Balazs. Mahr’s statement includes Zentai’s name in several places, but 
wherever the name appears, the letter X has been repeatedly typed over it. 
Vamos thinks this may mean that Zentai’s name was mentioned at Mahr’s 
interrogation, but that Mahr did not remember him.*’ 

Zuroff has claimed that “witnesses” will prove that Zentai was in Buda- 
pest at the relevant time.** 

Aarons has asserted in an opinion article in The Australian that 


“the case against Zentai [...| indicates that he took part in the system- 
atic persecution of Jews. [...] The Australian’s investigation of Zentai 
in 2005 uncovered evidence that he had been involved in systematically 
rounding up and torturing Jews. The evidence included the testimony of 
witness Jakob Mermelstein. °° 


Overall it is my view that a prima facie case does exist against Zentai. 
There is a reasonable degree of probability, but not certainty, that it is true. 


The Case for Zentai 


There are two senses in which one can refer to the case for Zentai. The first 
concerns whether or not he is innocent of the charges that have been lev- 
elled against him. The second concerns whether or not he should be extra- 
dited to Hungary and required to face a trial there. In my view it is impos- 
sible at this date to determine beyond all doubt whether Zentai is or is not 
guilty. No court, whether in Australia or Hungary, can do that. Too long a 
period has elapsed since the alleged actions; and there is inadequate oppor- 
tunity for full and complete research into documents and questioning of 
witnesses. From the point of view of British and Australian law, however, 
he must be granted the presumption of innocence. His pursuers appear to 
be so convinced that he is guilty that they overlook a number of important 
aspects of the present situation. 

There are many arguments against the proposal that he be extradited to 
face trial. Taken as a whole they seem to me to amount to an overwhelm- 
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ing case that he should be released from custody and allowed to pass his 
remaining years in Perth, in freedom, and with his family around him. If he 
really is guilty, then the matter should now be left in the hands of the Al- 
mighty. 

Zentai, now ninety, is too old for it to be ethically right and humane to 
place him on trial, especially considering the complex nature of the issues, 
the fact that he would be removed from his family and their support and 
the fact that the trial would occur in a language he has not used as his first 
language for many decades. Critics might argue: at what age, then, do we 
draw the line? I am inclined to suggest that retiring age might be a good 
yardstick, particularly if we take it to be seventy rather than the sixty-five 
nominated by Bismarck, because of the increased life expectancy that peo- 
ple now have compared to a century ago. 

People are fairly frail at eighty, very frail at ninety. Nonagenarians do 
not have the nervous strength and resilience to cope with protracted legal 
proceedings. 

Zentai’s health is also poor. In 2007 it was reported that he had become 
“too frail to prepare his meals” and had “been admitted to hospital twice in 
the past month with heart problems” according to his children. He was said 
to be unsteady on his feet. In 2009 he was reported to suffer from “an 
irregular heart condition called symptomatic paroxysmal atrial fibrilla- 
tion.”’*! In 2011 the news came that he had had a second stroke on 13 May, 
having had an earlier one in 2010.% Some doubt must remain about the 
exact state of Zentai’s health, as it is reasonable to suppose that he and his 
family would tend to paint as black a picture as possible. However, from 
what has been reported so far, a very strong presumption exists that it 
would be seriously inhumane to send a man as old as this for trial, given he 
has ill health. 

Just as the most serious evidence against Zentai is witness statements 
from communist-run courts in Hungary in 1947 and 1948, so the most im- 
portant argument in his favour is that such statements may be tainted and 
thus unable to be fairly relied upon. Vamos touched briefly on this in his 
article:® 


“The witness testimonies relating to the case should be treated with 
care. Evaluating statements made sixty years ago to the police, the De- 
partment of Military Politics and the People’s Court is complex — not 
least because most witnesses are now dead. Also there were unusual 
circumstances in the Hungary of the late 1940’s, where the communist- 
dominated government placed considerable store on ‘social justice’ — 
and established special procedures in which emotions played a signifi- 
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cant part. Furthermore, the interrogators, investigators and prosecu- 
tors were largely under communist control. They were frequently ma- 
nipulated for party-political purposes.” 


Concerning certain testimony by Nagy, Vamos notes that this witness “was 
already imprisoned and awaiting trial. Subsequently, Nagy stated that he 
had given his testimony in accordance with the interrogator’s wishes, be- 
cause he wanted to get away and had been promised contact with his fami- 
ly.”64 

In its edition of 14-15 May 2005 The Australian claimed that it was 
publishing documents which established that Zentai “was living in Buda- 
pest” at the time of the alleged murder. However, close scrutiny of the re- 
produced material showed that it merely tended to indicate that he was in 
Hungary until March 1945. 

One of the most profound political commentators in Australia in the 
second half of the Twentieth Century was the Catholic anti-communist B. 
A. Santamaria, president of the National Civic Council, a man so highly 
respected in conservative quarters that the then prime minister, John How- 
ard, made a special trip to his deathbed in 1998. Santamaria, during the 
controversy over “Nazi war crimes” in the 1980’s and 1990’s was emphat- 
ic that evidence emanating from the Soviet Union or its satellites, one of 
which was Hungary, could not and should not be trusted in any trials. 

Count Nikolai Tolstoy in 1988 asserted that “the validation of evidence 
emanating from the Soviet Union requires not merely authentication of 
specific documents or assessment of the reliability of individual witnesses, 
but also a deep understanding of Soviet history and government such as is 
possessed by few jurists.” 

Manne was even more scathing about communist jurisprudence: 


“Soviet rules of procedure [...| have included threats to witnesses. [...] 
defense counsels have had their cross-examinations severely curtailed 
by the Soviet procurator in charge of proceedings. [...] the atmos- 
phere... is said to be intimidatory towards witnesses. [...| witnesses 
have been prompted by the Soviet procurator in giving answers to criti- 
cal questions. |... there is at times] no means available for defense 
counsel to check the identity of witnesses. [... as regards] documents 
[...] on several occasions courts have been presented with photocopies 
and not originals for testing. |...] forensic experts for the defense have 
not been allowed to conduct full investigations on the documents. [...] 
access to Soviet archives has been refused. The Soviet Union routinely 
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passes on only the documentary evidence it chooses. [...| KGB forgery 
[involves ...] an unending production of disinformation documents.” 


Shortly after World War Two, in 1948, a British jurist (and former member 
of the British Union of Fascists), F. J. P. Veale, published a profound study 
of the war crimes controversy, Advance to Barbarism. This, together with 
his subsequent book, Crimes Discreetly Veiled, was republished by the In- 
stitute for Historical Review in the USA in 1979 as The Veale File in two 
volumes. Veale pointed out that at the Nuremberg Trials “according to the 
Russian judge, General Nikitchenko, the only duty of the court would be to 
rubberstamp the decision of the politicians at the Yalta Conference that the 
prisoners were guilty.’”°’ Veale stressed that Marxist philosophy, as prac- 
tised in the U.S.S.R., led to a practice fundamentally opposed to the tradi- 
tional justice of Britain and other Christian nations:® 


“In a political trial in Soviet Russia, the judges and the prosecuting 
counsel together form a team. [...| The speeches for the prosecution are 
political manifestoes, designed to justify the action of the government in 
instituting proceedings and are directed [...| to the outside public.” 


Veale quoted F. Beck and V. Godin (Russian Purge, Hurst & Blackett, 
London, 1951):° 


“The authors, themselves prominent Soviet citizens who were victims of 
the Great Purge of 1936-1938 but escaped with their lives, express sur- 
prise that the delusion should persist in the West that, in Soviet Russia, 
there exists any necessary connection between a man’s arrest and any 


, 


particular offence alleged against him.’ 


As to the capacity of communist governments to produce false or tainted 
evidence for political purposes, another authority is Chapman Pincher, who 
published a whole book on the topic in 1985.7? In his introduction Pincher 
wrote:”! 


“To Western politicians war is the continuation of politics by other 
means. To the Politburo, with its ideological compulsion to invert reali- 
ty as free societies see it — which is what I call the ‘upside-down ploy’ — 
politics is the continuation of war by other means. These other means, 
now known in the Soviet jargon as ‘active measures,’ form the major 
subject of this book. They comprise sophisticated techniques of decep- 
tion, disinformation, forgery, blackmail, subversion, penetration and 
manipulation, the insidious use of agents of influence, the organisation 
of mass demonstrations with the promotion of violence and other crimi- 
nal acts and even military violations. The scale on which this under- 
hand offensive is being relentlessly pursued in the Politburo’s game- 
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plan against countries of the free world [...]| is far greater and much 
more menacing than is generally appreciated, especially as so little is 
being done to combat it.” 


What if the whole story about Peter Balazs being snatched from a tram, 
beaten, tortured and killed at the Arena Utca barracks, his body then being 
dumped in the Danube, was from the start a fabrication made in a com- 
munist-dominated state, in an atmosphere of post-war political hysteria, for 
purposes of revenge? What if the US legation was correct in 1948 in not 
handing Zentai over to face pseudo-justice in an effectively Soviet-con- 
trolled state? What if Balazs’s father was simply in error in believing the 
story of his son’s murder? What if all eleven witnesses were lying at the 
trial of Nagy, some for political propaganda purposes and others to ingrati- 
ate themselves with the communist government? Hundreds of respectable 
publications, including novels by Arthur Koestler, George Orwell and Al- 
exander Solzhenitsyn, have testified to the corruption of justice under 
communism. 

Moreover, some of the ancient testimony is favourable to Zentai. His 
military commander, Mader, on one occasion blamed a fellow soldier, not 
him. “In a translated transcript of Mader’s interrogation at Budapest’s mili- 
tary political office on 15 November 1945, Mader points the finger of 
blame for Balazs’s [murder] at only one person, Nagy.” This transcript was 
discovered in a Hungarian government archive by Zentai’s son, Ernie Stei- 
ner.”? As a correspondent in an online discussion noted, “the evidence is 
very old and was taken from suspicious witnesses who may have been try- 
ing to displace their guilt on the absent Zentai.”’* And Zentai’s lawyer, 
Denis Barich, stated on 22 October 2009 that witness statements against 
him by two of his former army colleagues who were convicted over 
Balazs’s death... were probably obtained under coercion and were tainted. 
“Maybe these soldiers were tortured, and they were fearing for their own 
lives, maybe they were pointing the finger at somebody else.” Zentai’s 
son also raised the possibility that Zentai may have been implicated in 
those testimonies “as payback for having given evidence against a superior 
officer who had deserted.” He may have been a scapegoat.’ 

This leads to the key question of whether or not a fair trial is now pos- 
sible. A number of factors suggest that it is not. 

In 2010 McCusker argued that another ground of appeal for Zentai was 
that any trial would be unfair, “because there are no living witnesses who 
can testify,” which struck him as “pretty dangerous.””° The result of the 
trial of alleged Canadian war criminal Imre Finta, which ended on 25 May 
1990, supports this position. Douglas Christie, the successful defense bar- 
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rister, had this to say in his introduction to Keltie Zubko’s account of that 
case:”7 


“The Finta case demonstrated that a careful examination of survivors’ 
testimony reveals a wealth of contradictions casting serious doubt on 
the whole story. [...] Cross examinations remain the only real weapon 
for the defense in these cases. This is so because all the mechanisms of 
investigation are in the hands of the prosecution, not to mention enor- 
mous money to do it all. In Israel or in Hungary, the state simply assist- 
ed the prosecution for years before the trial. They were not obliged to 
assist the defense at all by the agreement negotiated with Canada by 
which access to Archives and to all records was assured. [...| My op- 
ponents know that fearless cross examination within the existing bounds 
of the law, allows the defense to level all those unfair advantages of the 
Crown. It is a skill which only comes with experience, only possessed by 
a few lawyers, and then only when they are unafraid and at their best.” 


Zentai’s lawyer Denis Barich has claimed that cross examination is an en- 
shrined right in the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. 
“Potentially, if Australia does extradite Zentai under these circumstances, 
[it] could be in breach of the covenant, which is serious.”7® 

That witness statements in such cases are unreliable has been shown in 
other cases, notably those of Frank Walus and John Demjanjuk. In 2005 
The Australian published a story about the collapse of what it then called 
“the last big war crimes trial in Germany.” A German judge had released 
88-year-old Ladislav Niznansky on the grounds that there was “insufficient 
evidence to convict him.” The witnesses were too aged; their memories too 
erratic; their testimony broke down under cross examination; the paper trail 
was inconclusive; and evidence might have been manipulated by com- 
munist authorities after World War Two to falsely incriminate Niznansky 
because of his resolute anti-communism. 

In 2008 Hungarian military prosecutor Tibor Acs “conceded there were 
no living witnesses to the brutal beating of Balazs.’®° His body was never 
recovered. No proof of the alleged crimes of Nagy and Mader was found. 
All this means that a strong element of doubt hangs over the whole tale. 
Zentai was entitled to a fair trial, if one could be staged, in 1948. However, 
there is a strong presumption that the reason he was not surrendered to the 
Hungarian authorities is that the US officials had no confidence that he 
would get a fair trial under the communists. 

Another reason a fair trial of Zentai cannot now be provided in Hungary 
is the unequal contest that would be involved. Extremely aged, frail and 
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with little energy, he would face opponents (the international Jewish lobby) 
vastly more wealthy and able to unduly influence governments. In 2009, 
Zentai stated that Hungary “was far from a democratic country” and that he 
was worried about the quality of treatment and representation he could ex- 
pect there.*! In 2010 The Australian reported on internal dissent in Hunga- 
ry.” “In Hungary, anti-establishment attitudes sky-rocketed from 12% to 
46% of the population between 2003 and last year because of striking dis- 
satisfaction with political institutions and democracy itself.” (The data 
came from the Political Capital Institute.) In 2010 McCusker argued that 
Zentai’s life would be threatened if he were detained in the “deplorable” 
conditions of a Hungarian prison.*? This fear would appear to be justified, 
in view of Italy’s treatment of Canadian-extradited “Nazi war criminal” 
Michael Seifert.8* Two recent pieces of news cast further doubt on whether 
a fair trial could occur in this nation at this time. The first was the immi- 
nent visit of the Hungarian prime minister to Israel. The second was the 
arrest in Budapest of a 97 year-old man, Laszlo Csatary, on a war crimes 
charge.® 

On 2 March 2009, Zentai passed a polygraph test conducted by Gavin 
Wilson from Australian Polygraph Services. In interviews, Wilson ex- 
pressed “no doubt” that Zentai was telling him the truth.* 

There is some doubt about when Zentai left Budapest in 1944. He 
claims he departed on 7 November. Other unit members have stated that 
the unit departed on 8 November, 11 November and sometime between 10 
and 15 November. With such confusion, it seems doubtful that Zentai can 
be proved incorrect at this stage. In any case, testimony exists in support of 
Zentai’s claim. In 2005 The Australian reported that Julia Nikoletti, 90 
year-old sister of Zentai, had provided “a rare first-hand account that plac- 
es him sixty kilometers away from the scene of the crime around the time it 
was committed.”*’ Mrs Nikoletti had provided a signed statement to Aus- 
tralian Justice Minister Chris Ellison, saying that she and Zentai left Buda- 
pest for Hanta, sixty kilometers west of the capital, with his military 
transport unit in the first few days of November 1944. She added that the 
other two soldiers who were later gaoled for crimes, including Balazs’s 
murder, stayed in Budapest and travelled to Hanta by bus two days later. 
Unlike Zentai, she could not remember the exact date she and he left Bu- 
dapest. In 2009 The Australian reported Mrs Nikoletti’s death.** She would 
no longer be available as a witness for Zentai. Her death “left just one 
known witness who could verify Zentai’s claim that he led a convoy out of 
Budapest on 7 November 1944. [...] That witness — octogenarian Stefi 
Fonyodi of Budafok, Hungary — has revealed that she cannot remember the 
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date on which she left Budapest with Zentai. [...] Both women backed 
Zentai’s claim that the two fellow soldiers later convicted of Balazs’s mur- 
der... stayed behind.” It might be argued that Nikoletti was family, so that 
her testimony could be biased; but her admission that she could not name 
the date suggests it may well be the truth. At any rate, overall, there is seri- 
ous doubt as to whether Zentai was in Budapest at the time of the alleged 
murder; and it seems doubtful that certainty can now be obtained either 
way. 

Zuroff appears to be too ready to treat the People’s Court of com- 
munist-dominated Hungary in 1947-1948 as “a court of law” without con- 
ceding the legitimate doubts about such “justice,” and he also seems to be 
too easily confident of the documentation, stating that it is “reliable,” but 
not explaining why.” 

Not only is there no evidence that Zentai was a Nazi, but it is also clear 
that he did not hide after leaving Hungary and entered both Germany and 
later Australia by fully legal means. He then lived in Australia under his 
own name for more than fifty years.*° That looks like the behaviour of an 
innocent man. Moreover, the Zentai family have produced correspondence 
that shows that the Hungarian Government knew where Zentai was living 
in Perth for several decades after his arrival in Australia. No extradition 
requests were made during this time.°! This implies, though it does not 
prove, that Zentai had a clean record in Hungary’s eyes during that period. 

It has been reported that an elderly Sydney man who was at the Buda- 
pest barracks in 1944 has provided a statement saying he remembers 
Mader and Nagy being involved in the murder, but not Zentai.” 

The legality of Hungary’s request for extradition is also in doubt. “Zen- 
tai’s lawyers today argued that the nominated offence of a war crime was 
not an offence in Hungary in 1944, and they questioned whether it could 
qualify as an extraditory offence.”?? 

The Hungarian authorities have not explained why they could not ques- 
tion Zentai in Australia under the treaty on criminal co-operation.” In 2009 
a letter from the Leader of the Military Panel in Hungary, Dr Bela Varga, 
confirmed “there is no criminal proceeding at present” against Zentai, and 
said he was only wanted for questioning “in the interest of the investiga- 
tion.”’> As noted above, the Hungarian authorities seem to have changed 
from this position later, when it appeared that it might cause the request for 
extradition to be denied. Such inconsistency calls into question the impar- 
tiality of these authorities. 
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It can be seen that during the past seven years Zentai has had to fight in 
a limited context, possibly to his disadvantage. His son, Ernie Steiner, has 
pointed this out:°° 


“We were always involved in these really narrow arguments relating to 
the conditions of extradition and the definitions and so forth. For the 
last four years that was the only avenue open to my father.” 


It seems clear to me that, taking all these factors into consideration, the 
case against approval of the extradition of Zentai to Hungary is now over- 
whelming, and that any informed, impartial and reasonable observer will 
agree. 


The Significance of this Pursuit 


The pursuit of Zentai and, more generally, the campaign in many countries 
during the last three decades to “bring to justice” alleged “Nazi war crimi- 
nals,” raise many significant issues. 

One is the question of the bias in favour of the accusers of the major 
mass media. There is much evidence to suggest that the “fourth estate” has 
actively assisted the pursuers, while offering no balancing assistance to the 
defendants. For example, the three major Melbourne newspapers during 
the past seven years have published a number of opinion articles hostile to 
Zentai,’’ but none favourable to him. The Australian has published editori- 
als suggesting that it could well be correct to extradite Zentai®® and indeed 
that he should be extradited.”? Zuroff himself has provided an account of 
media assistance for the campaign: “Now the question was whether Zentai 
was still alive and healthy enough to stand trial. I enlisted the help of a 
sympathetic Australian investigative journalist for the task. [...] his [Zen- 
tai’s]health had still to be verified. For this task, we teamed up with Chan- 
nel Nine News in Australia which sent a team to film Zentai without his 
knowledge.” In 2005 a journalist for The Australian reported that evi- 
dence against Zentai had been “uncovered and translated” by the newspa- 
per.!%! 

In 2007 The Australian stated that it had “unearthed” six witness state- 
ments against Zentai in June 2005.'” In 2008 I wrote to each editor of the 
three major newspapers read in Melbourne pleading for greater coverage of 
Zentai’s side of the story'?, but none of them replied and subsequent 
events showed that my appeal had clearly fallen on deaf ears. 

The Australian did occasionally publish letters by me sympathetic to 
Zentai. Very few if any letters from that standpoint appeared in The Age or 
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the Herald Sun. A strong presumption exists that The Australian and Zen- 
tai’s pursuers worked in tandem throughout this period, while the other two 
papers minimised coverage of the case. By regularly reporting on devel- 
opments in the struggle in the way it did, The Australian, in particular, 
gave the impression that such a political phenomenon was an entirely nor- 
mal and acceptable matter, rather than something morally atrocious. It per- 
haps habituated readers to accepting the abnormal as normal — on the prin- 
ciple “What I say three times is true!” 

In 1955, while studying modern European history in my penultimate 
year of secondary education, I read the following sentence about events in 
France after Napoleon Bonaparte had escaped from exile on the island of 
Elba and was returning to Paris at the beginning of his last hundred days of 
liberty: “Ere long Louis XVIII was in flight, while the French newspapers 
underwent a rapid change of tone — ‘the scoundrel Bonaparte’ becoming 
first ‘Napoleon’, then finally ‘our great and beloved Emperor.’” This su- 
pine knuckling under to political power was, I thought at the time, morally 
unimpressive, to say the least; but one suspects that today’s mass media are 
tarred with the same brush, which makes the struggle for justice and free- 
dom all that much harder. 

Another significance of the belated campaign to punish Nazi war crimi- 
nals found in Australia is the impression given that the pursuers are seek- 
ing a scalp or seeking Australia’s humble submission beneath the yoke. For 
example, Aarons complained in 2005 that Australia “is the only Western 
country that took a significant number of Nazis but which has had no suc- 
cess at all in any type of prosecution.”!™ In 2007 The Australian reported 
on dissatisfaction in certain Jewish heads about Australia’s action in this 
context:!° 


“The Simon Wiesenthal Centre, which is dedicated to finding suspected 
World War II criminals and helping to prosecute them, gave Australia a 
fail mark in its annual worldwide report last year. The centre has been 
highly critical of Australia for failing to track down and prosecute ‘at 
least several hundred’ Nazi war criminals believed to have found refuge 
here. ‘Australia remains the only Western country of refuge which ad- 
mitted at least several hundred Nazi war criminals and collaborators, 
which has hereto failed to take successful legal action against a single 
one,’ Dr Zuroff reported in 2005. ‘Numerous attempts have been made 
[...] to convince the Australian authorities to adopt civil remedies — de- 
naturalisation and/or deportation — to deal with Holocaust perpetrators 
in the country, but the Government has refused to do so.’” 
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Actually it is not so much that Australian governments have been unco- 
operative, as that Australian law, based in the Constitution and British legal 
tradition, whose integrity is matched by few other legal systems in the 
world, has offered high quality protection to persons accused. 

It is in this context that we should understand the constant refrain that 
“if Zentai is sent back to Hungary, he will become the first accused war 
criminal to be extradited by Australia.’”!° 
In 2009, Zuroff commented:!” 


“It’s fairly clear this will be the last opportunity Australia will have to 
take successful legal action against a war criminal from World War II.” 


In 2010, he continued the refrain: !% 


d 


“This means Australia has totally failed on the Nazi war crimes issue.’ 
“Efraim Zuroff [...] said if the Commonwealth did not appeal, a serious 
injustice would occur. ‘Australia until now has given a perfect example 
of how not to achieve justice, how to allow all sorts of legal technicali- 
ties to prevent someone who is accused of the worst crime imaginable 


to escape being brought to trial.’”!” 


A touch of passion can be seen in his exaggerated description of the al- 
leged crime. The problem with this aspect of the Zentai case and the “Nazi 
war crimes” campaign generally is that a presumption exists that the pur- 
suits are more about the imposition of Jewish power on nations and the 
insistence that all must toe the line, rather than just about justice. They then 
appear as requirements of Jewish political propaganda and power-seeking, 
rather than purely ethical activities. 

A third important significance of the Zentai case and associated phe- 
nomena is that it seems to have exposed a rather unprincipled willingness 
of Australian governments to assist the campaign rather than do everything 
in their power to protect the legitimate interests of their own citizens. Are 
these governments, like the major mass media, secretly subject to a Jewish 
imperium in imperio? On 18 January 2005 the Attorney-General, Phillip 
Ruddock, representing the then Coalition Liberal-National government, 
confirmed that Australia had an extradition treaty with Hungary, but then 
added:''° 

“In fact we ve just signed an extradition treaty with Latvia which given 

the sources of allegations in relation to war crimes, we are increasingly 

covering the field with relevant treaties for mutual co-operation in in- 
vestigating matters for extradition.” 


Did his poor English on air reflect a secret unease? 
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The 1989 amendment of the War Crimes Act was followed by a further 
amendment to remove the requirement, where extradition is sought by a 
foreign country, of proof of a prima facie case that a relevant offence has 
been committed. Distinguished barrister Dr. I. C. F. Spry QC was one critic 
of that change, which he described as “regrettable.””!!! 


In 2009 Zentai’s son, Ernie Steiner, raised a very pertinent question:'! 


“When you read the Minister’s statement and he places such emphasis 
on Australia’s international obligations at the expense of protecting an 
Australian citizen, I understand how political this decision is.”’ 


A presumption exists that, in order to avoid opprobrium for engaging in 
manifestly inhumane and unjust behaviour (enabling such an extradition), 
Australian governments have sought to shelter behind extradition treaties 
and international covenants which they themselves signed in the first place. 
It appears as a convenient shedding of responsibility. 

In 2010 David Weber pointed to further apparent failure of the Austral- 
ian Government to protect its own:!!3 


“Zentai has said he’s quite willing to answer questions in Australia if 
Hungary were to send people to speak to him. There’s no evidence that 
any Australian minister has attempted to facilitate this, preferring to let 
the extradition process ‘run its course.’ [...] It seems the Federal Gov- 
ernment has been quite willing to allow an Australian citizen to spend 
his life savings battling a case that could have, at any time, been halted 


, 


by the minister responsible.’ 
And McCusker had this to say:''4 


“You look at all that [the finding by the Commonwealth Director of 
Public Prosecutions that Zentai had no case to answer] and say what are 
you doing extraditing to a Hungarian prison for purposes of interroga- 
tion an Australian citizen who’s been such for half a century. [...] You 
have to question, as an Australian citizen and taxpayer, what’s motivat- 
ing the Government to do this?” 


As long ago as 1988 the distinguished Catholic political commentator B. 
A. Santamaria noted that the Australian Government of the day, the Hawke 
government, had “accepted the view that all evidence, including Soviet 
evidence, should be equally admissible” and pointed out how the record of 
NKVD and KGB behaviour made such a position morally and practically 
unacceptable.''° 

In their actions over the last twenty-five years or so in this context, Aus- 
tralian governments do not seem to have been truly representing their own 
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constituency. A very strong presumption exists that they have proved ob- 
sequious to undue Jewish influence. 

Another aspect of the case is that it may be tending to make easier in 
the future extraditions of Australian citizens for ideological and/or political 
reasons, rather than purely as a matter of justice. As noted earlier in this 
essay, one of the grounds barring extradition from Australia would be if it 
were sought “for political reasons.” The Zentai team, judging by news cov- 
erage, do not seem to have tried to use this point as a defense; but a strong 
case can be made that the pursuit of Zentai is tainted by extra-judicial 
agendas. Moreover, one can foresee that in the future, when the supply of 
“Nazis” runs out, the pursuers might adjust their aim on to so-called “Hol- 
ocaust deniers” (in accordance with UNO resolutions) or other “politically 
incorrect” persons. The Australian media do not seem to have chosen to 
investigate this aspect of the Zentai case. 

It can be argued also that the extradition of Zentai would constitute a 
grave moral blot on the honour and integrity of Australia. Indeed, from the 
time in 1986 when I first heard the news of the extradition of an 86-year- 
old man, Arturo Artukovich, to Yugoslavia, to face “war crimes” charges — 
under a communist government! — I immediately thought of the horror with 
which the ancient Greek tragedians viewed evil and impious acts and the 
conviction they expressed that all such behaviour must sooner or later be 
expiated, whether willingly or not. This is another aspect of the Zentai case 
which the major media have chosen not to explore. 

As noted above, there is good reason to question whether the allegedly 
“democratic” Australian governments have really been acting in a truly 
representative manner in facilitating this manhunt. In an unpublished email 
to the Herald Sun in 2007 I endeavoured to make this point:''® 


“Tt is not ‘the country’ of Hungary that ‘wants to try Charles Zentai’ 
(‘Alleged war crime loses bid’), although the Hungarian Government 
may officially have claimed such. We can be sure that the vast majority 
of Hungarians — and of Australians... — have no desire whatever for 
such a farcical show trial.” 


Yet another significant aspect of the Zentai case is the extraordinary si- 
lence about it from ordinary Australians and, especially the intellectual 
elite of our nation, including civil libertarians. Of course, it is possible that 
the major media have suppressed letters and articles submitted on his be- 
half, but that is not the full explanation. During the period 1986 to 1993, 
when Robert Greenwood’s Special Investigations Unit was closed down, 
there were quite a number of intellectuals and others who published state- 
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ments in defense of those accused. Spokesmen from the communities of 
those born in Eastern European nations then under communist rule were 
prominent in this; but from 2005 there has hardly been a voice raised to 
defend Zentai’s interests. This moral apathy does not bode well for free- 
dom in the Australia of the future. One has the impression that many intel- 
lectuals are willing to defend justice and free speech, while making sure at 
the same time that nothing they write or say could in any way be construed 
as “anti-Semitic.” What does this say about the true political condition of 
Australia? 

The question of what other agendas are being served by the pursuits al- 
so needs to be considered. In 2008 the Jewish former editor of The Age, 
Michael Gawenda, wrote in an opinion article that the campaign to bring 
Zentai to justice was “as much about recognition of what was done as 
about delivering justice.” He saw Zentai’s crime as being “part of the anni- 
hilation of millions of Jews during World War II.”!'? In 2011 there was a 
report of Zuroff, “the world’s chief Nazi hunter,” touching down in West- 
ern Australia “to educate the community over the importance of never for- 
getting the Holocaust” and help “bring closure to victims of the Holo- 
caust.” Obviously referring to the Zentai case, he stated:!!8 


“Ninety-nine per cent of the people who committed the crimes of the 
Holocaust are normative people. They did not commit murder before 
the Holocaust, before World War II, they did not commit murder after 
World War II.” 


In its editorial on 13 June 2005, titled “Ellison must send Zentai to Hunga- 
ry,” The Australian began its argument by stating: “The Holocaust is the 
defining atrocity of the 20th Century,” a rather peculiar assertion. 

It seems clear that promotion of the Holocaust dogma is one of the chief 
motivations of the campaign to “bring to justice” alleged “Nazi war crimi- 
nals.” This is used as a justification of the obviously selective nature of the 
whole operation, other “war criminals” being left alone. Part of an un- 
published letter I sent to The Australian on 13 June in response to its edito- 
rial read as follows:'"” 


“That The Australian is itself biased in this great issue is suggested by 
your clichéd opening that ‘the Holocaust is the defining atrocity of the 
20th Century’ (a curiously vague statement), which needs to be related 
to your complete refusal to publish the news of the deportation of Holo- 
caust revisionist Ernst Zundel from Canada to Germany in March. An 
alleged historical event which is not allowed to be openly discussed 
from all points of view in the public forums is immediately open to 


INCONVENIENT HISTORY 361 


grave doubt; and this is more so when its challengers are judicially 

punished and official silence about their punishment has become the 

order of the day. Everything in the Zentai case smacks of conspiracy 

and manipulation by a semi-secret Establishment for which you are act- 

ing as publicity agent.” 
This touches on an international issue of the gravest import. It is a com- 
monplace now to note that one can, in Western nations, engage in adverse 
criticism of Christianity and Islam, Jesus and Mohammed, without fear of 
incurring legal proceedings and the status of social pariah. It is not so with 
the Holocaust dogma. This appears to be virtually proof positive that these 
nations, including Australia, already live under a semi-tyranny imposed by 
an imperium in imperio. Unfortunately, Zentai’s defense team could not 
raise matters such as this in their struggle to protect their client, partly be- 
cause of their irrelevance to legalities about extradition, but also partly be- 
cause they would not have been responded to fairly and might have excited 
odium towards Zentai. 

Yet another aspect of the Zentai case is the apparent refusal, or inabil- 
ity, of his pursuers to consider the legal and moral objections to their cam- 
paign. This is typified by a report that Zuroff in 2010 said that Zentai’s age 
was irrelevant and the notion that he would be treated harshly in Hungary 
was ludicrous.!”° I have not seen any admission by the pursuers in the press 
that findings of post-war communist courts are inherently untrustworthy. 

Yet another aspect of the Zentai case is the suggestion that a kind of 
blackmail may be being applied to Australia (and perhaps Hungary) in the 
matter. In 2009 a Monash University law school senior lecturer, Gideon 
Boas, a strong advocate of war crimes trials generally, stated:'! 


“We’re [Australia] going to start to be perceived internationally, if not 
internally, as being a country that’s not serious about prosecuting war 
crimes.” 


Boas, presumably a Jew, is a former senior legal officer at the International 
Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia. The Age has published arti- 
cles by him in favour of war crimes trials.'?? Remarks such as that of Boas 
make one wonder about other possible threats that may have been made to 
governments behind the scenes. 

Another aspect of the Zentai controversy is the relative lack of discus- 
sion in the press of the political conditions in Hungary in 1944, the context 
in which the alleged murder of Balazs took place. Ever since 1933 the na- 
tions of eastern Europe had lived in a lose-lose situation where they had a 
choice of acquiescence to Soviet tyranny or Nazi tyranny. Naturally there 
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were good persons in both camps, those choosing the Soviet, those choos- 
ing Hitler. Neutrality was an ideal, but not an option. Jews, in general, 
were likely to prefer the Soviet, partly because communism had always 
attracted politically idealistic Jews and partly because of Nazi anti-Semi- 
tism. Thus in 1944 anti-Soviet Hungarians would have tended to see Jews 
not so much as a persecuted minority as a dangerous sub-group of enemies 
— and not without some justification. David Irving in his history of the 
1956 Hungarian revolt, Uprising, explained how he had been surprised to 
find that many of the rebels saw themselves as freeing Hungary from Jew- 
ish, rather than merely communist, domination. In this context a point 
raised by Santamaria is worth quoting: !”* 


“What happened in Romania [in 1939-1941], also occupied by the So- 
viet forces, is detailed from a Jewish source by the Chief Rabbi of Ro- 
mania, Alexandre Safran. In The Times Literary Supplement (8 July 
1988) review of Safran’s work (Resisting the Storm: Romania 1940-47) 
Jessica Douglas-Home writes: ‘His narrative — which is neither bitter 
nor vengeful — also sets the destruction of Romanian Judaism in the 
context of the wider assault on such democracy as pre-war Romania 
possessed; begun by the Nazis, it was subsequently carried on by a tiny 
handful of communists, 1,100 to be precise — directed from Moscow. 
For Safran there was both pain and paradox in the fact that 900 of the 
1,100 were lapsed Jews.’” 


It is legitimate to wonder exactly what were the political affiliations of 
Dezso Balazs and his sons, as well as the nature of their actions in those 
critical months in 1944 as invasion by the Soviet Russians came closer and 
closer. It would also be interesting to see clearly what kind of pressures 
Zentai and his fellow soldiers in the Hungarian Army were under. Possibly 
facts helpful to Zentai’s defense might emerge; but now it is probably too 
late to find out. 

One final point concerns the very legitimacy — or lawfulness — of war 
crimes trials generally. This point was raised in 1970 by Laurens van der 
Post, who had been a prisoner of the Japanese in the Dutch East Indies and 
who owed his life to the dropping of the atom bombs on Hiroshima and 
Nagasaki. Despite the sufferings he had incurred, van der Post wrote:!4 


“T myself was utterly opposed to any form of war trials. I refused to col- 
laborate with the officers of the various war crimes tribunals that were 
set up in the Far East. There seemed to me something unreal, if not ut- 
terly false, about a process that made men like the War Crimes Investi- 
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gators from Europe, who had not suffered under the Japanese, more 
bitter and vengeful about our suffering than we were ourselves. 
There seemed in this to be the seeds of the great, classic and fateful 
evasions of the human spirit which, I believe, both in the collective and 
in the individual sense, have been responsible for most of the major 
tragedies of recorded life and time and are increasingly so in the trage- 
dies that confront us in the world today. 
I refer to the tendencies in men to blame their own misfortunes and 
those of their cultures on others; to exercise judgement they need for 
themselves on the lives of others; to search for a villain to explain eve- 
rything that goes wrong in their private and collective courses. [...] 
I felt strongly that, if war had had any justification at all, it was only in 
the sense that, at its end, it should leave victors and vanquished free for 
a moment from the destructive aspects of their past. [...] 
It was as if war today were a bitter form of penance for all our inade- 
quate yesterdays. Once this terrible penance had been paid, my own 
experience suggested, it re-established men in a brief state of innocence 
which, if seized with imagination, could enable us to build better than 
before. To go looking for particular persons and societies to blame and 
punish at the end of war seemed to me to throw men back into the nega- 
tive aspects of the past from which they had been trying to escape, and 
to deprive them of the opportunity they had so bitterly earned in order 
to begin afresh. [...] 
Far from being an instrument of redemption, which is punishment ’s on- 
ly moral justification, it is an increasingly self-defeating weapon in the 
hands of dangerously one-sided men. [...| Forgiveness, my prison expe- 
rience had taught me, was not mere religious sentimentality; it was as 
fundamental a law of the human spirit as the law of gravity. [...] if one 
broke this law of forgiveness, one inflicted a mortal wound on one’s 
spirit.” 
In his monumental study of war crimes trials Veale noted how in the To- 
kyo trials in 1947-48 the Indian representative, Mr. Justice Rahabinode Pal, 
delivered a 1900-page dissenting judgement in which he laid down that 
“the farce of a trial of vanquished leaders by the victors was itself an of- 
fence against humanity” and was therefore in itself a war crime.!”° 
In 1988 I struggled in vain to have this point of view properly and fully 
discussed in the major newspapers and other public forums in Australia. In 
2012 I cannot help wondering if the main reason for the proliferation in 
recent years of war crimes trials under the International Criminal Court or 
other international tribunals is not arranged in order to ensure that when a 
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world government (desired by certain elites) is in place, anyone leading a 
revolt against that tyranny will know that, if defeated, he will face a war 
crimes tribunal and condign punishment. There may be a wolf in sheep’s 
clothing in this development. 

Sherlock Holmes was right in his comments quoted as the epigraph to 
this essay. Eighteen-year-old James McCarthy looked just as clearly guilty 
from the initial evidence as Charles Zentai looks from the evidence of the 
People’s Court of Budapest in 1947-48; but close investigation revealed 
that McCarthy was completely innocent. Perhaps Zentai is too. And it is far 
too late to arrange a fair trial for him. Let us hope that Australia eventually 
sets him free, preferring not to risk unjust punishment of an innocent man 
rather than gain the plaudits of a powerful minority lobby and associated 
benefits. 


Epilogue 
Shortly after the above account was completed, The Age on 16 August 
2012 reported a High Court decision critical to Zentai’s fate.!° “The full 
Federal Court said last year that the government could not decide to sur- 
render Mr Zentai for an offence that was not a crime under Hungarian law 
when it allegedly occurred. The High Court upheld the decision by a 5-1 
majority yesterday.” The Age noted that the judgement “which ruled on a 
technical argument [...] brings to an end another episode in a long history 
of failed extradition bids.” It quoted Professor Ivan Shearer, author of Ex- 
tradition in International Law, as saying that “all of the other attempted 
extraditions of alleged war criminals have fallen foul of some or other pro- 
cedural rule. [...] If Hungary had made its request on the basis of an al- 
leged “murder”, and not a “war crime” claim, the extradition might have 
been successful.” 

Next day The Age discussed the decision in an editorial headed “Zentai 
ruling joins litany of failure.” It wrote: 


“The judgement [...] brings into uncomfortable focus Australia’s lack 
of success both in extraditing other accused war criminals and securing 
war crimes prosecutions in domestic courts. [...] Australia has been 
anything but proactive when it comes to acting on war-crimes allega- 
tions against migrants who entered the country during the Cold War 
period and also in recent years.” 


It seems a reasonable presumption to state that The Age was disappointed 
by the decision. 
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Only one reader’s letter was published on the matter.!?’ The writer mis- 
represented the High Court by asserting that “it takes the view that in 1944 
there was no such thing as a war crime.” He provided no reason for his op- 
position to the decision, but suggested some hypothetical implications of it. 

As soon as the High Court decision was known I asked The Age opinion 
editor if she would be interested in a piece by me on the case and she said 
she would willingly consider it. Unfortunately, in the end, it was not ac- 
cepted. I publish it here to show what sort of commentary on the Zentai 
story did not appear at this stage in Melbourne’s leading newspaper. It is 
titled “Zentai case decision a credit for Australian law” and subtitled “Im- 
portant principles of justice have been upheld.” 

kk OK 


Now that the High Court has ruled that Charles Zentai is not to be extradit- 
ed to face a war crimes charge in Hungary, it is time to consider the signif- 
icance of his case, as it has unfolded during the past seven years. The ques- 
tion of whether justice has or has not been fully done in this matter will 
probably never be resolved. The world will never know for certain whether 
Zentai did or did not participate in an unlawful beating to death of Jewish 
teenager Peter Balazs in 1944, or whether he engaged in other unjustifiable 
acts of brutal harassment of Jewish Hungarians while a Hungarian army 
officer. His family members naturally proclaim his innocence and no doubt 
believe in it; but they cannot be taken by others to know that with complete 
certainty. Efraim Zuroff and his colleagues in the Simon Wiesenthal Centre 
remain equally convinced that Zentai is guilty. Thanks to the father and 
brother of Balazs, who struggled for many years to ensure appropriate pun- 
ishment for the man they believed to be one of his murderers, the Centre 
brought forward a credible case, based on testimony by a number of wit- 
nesses, both soldiers in Zentai’s wartime unit, and Jewish forced labourers 
then under their supervision. 

While Zuroff and others are entitled to be disappointed, it is not so clear 
that they are right to condemn either the Australian Government or the 
Australian justice system for failure to ensure that right has been done. Ra- 
ther, the contrary seems to be the case. It is a very serious matter for a na- 
tional government to surrender one of its citizens to another nation to face 
judicial proceedings. Thus great care has to be taken before allowing that 
surrender. This point is made in Section 65 of the High Court ruling, which 
notes that “it is well settled that the Executive requires the authority of 
statute to surrender a person for extradition and that the power cannot be 
exercised except in accordance with the laws which prescribe in detail the 


366 VOLUME 4, NUMBER 4 


precautions to be taken to prevent unwarrantable interference with individ- 
ual liberty.” What this reminds us is that, far from the Zentai case having 
been “mired in the courts” (“Stunned as ‘war crime’ ordeal ends,” 16/8), it 
stands now on record as a fine example of the scrupulous ways in which 
our legal tradition operates to protect ordinary citizens, weak and vulnera- 
ble as they often are, from administrative error or wrongdoing. 

There are other reasons for feeling glad, not sad, about the High Court 
decision. In the first place it appears clearly to have indirectly protected, if 
not directly upheld, Zentai’s right to the presumption of innocence. By 
contrast, his pursuers seem too readily to have acted on a presumption of 
his guilt. 

The principle of the presumption of innocence goes hand in hand with 
another cardinal principle of Australian justice, which is that an accused 
shall have a fair trial. For many reasons it has always been very doubtful 
that Zentai would have enjoyed a fair trial, once extradited. Too many 
doubts exist about the integrity of the allegations against him, which were 
made in the infamous People’s Court of Budapest, a communist institution 
operating in a period (1947-48) of post-war hysteria and recrimination. 
Indeed, the witness statements against him may have been obtained by tor- 
ture. An Australian court is unlikely to have given credence to such evi- 
dence, but such is not so clear about a Hungarian military tribunal (which 
Zentai was to have faced), given the facts that Hungary chose to seek ex- 
tradition on that basis and has recently arrested a man of 97, Laszlo Csa- 
tary, to face analogous charges. Moreover, documents necessary for Zen- 
tai’s defense may have been lost or corrupted, and his accusers and other 
witnesses he may have needed are dead, so that cross examination, an es- 
sential for justice, would not have been possible. 

There is another reason why we should feel glad about Zentai’s victory. 
It would have been a moral atrocity to send overseas for such a trial a man 
so old and frail. We should remember the wisdom of the Greek tragedians 
of ancient Athens who showed, in the dramas about Electra and Orestes, 
that a search for justice can easily be corrupted into impious acts (as when 
they killed their own mother) motivated by blind revenge. Perhaps Laurens 
van der Post was correct in the postscript of his 1970 book Night of the 
New Moon that war crimes trials are in fact an ethically mistaken institu- 
tion and that a spirit of mercy and forgiveness is better and in the interests 
of humanity and future generations, once wars have been concluded. 
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Our national newspaper, The Australian, provided a more extensive and 
even-handed coverage of the High Court decision. On 16 August it pub- 
lished a front page news story, which included the comment that Austral- 
ia’s hunt for alleged Nazi war criminals since 1987 has cost “tens of mil- 
lions of dollars.” Efraim Zuroff was reported as saying that it was “a terri- 
ble day for survivors of the Holocaust.” The Australian also published on 
16 August a human interest report of the reactions of Zentai and his son, a 
comment by its Legal Affairs Editor, Chris Merritt, about the “dreadful 
decision” and a full page news story by Paige Taylor and Nicolas Perpitch 
under the heading “War crime case is halted.” 

This last item noted that none of Zentai’s accusers was alive and that 
there were doubts about the “communist-controlled” courts of Budapest. 
An important statement was included by Mark Ierace, a former prosecutor 
at the UN International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia. 
Ierace said: 


“Tt seems the Australian Government’s attitude in the Zentai case, to 
extradite regardless of the human rights issue of a fair trial, is prompt- 
ed by a fear of being seen internationally as soft on suspected war crim- 
inals. If so, this is quite misguided. [...| It seems the only evidence 
against him were the confessions of two men tried in the 1950’s for the 
crime, in which they named Mr Zentai as a co-offender. Both men re- 
siled from their confessions, claiming they had been extracted under 
torture. The police station where they were questioned was notorious at 
the time for such practices. [...| Any trial in Hungary, or anywhere else 
in the Western world for that matter, would have been a sham.” 


A week later The Australian published an opinion article by Efraim Zuroff 
entitled “The case that broke the heart of a Nazi hunter.”!”* This included a 
rather remarkable appeal for the reader’s sympathy, as follows: 


“Another reason for the issue becoming personal was the active efforts 
of the Zentai children to prevent their father’s extradition. All of a sud- 
den, I found myself pitted against them in the fight for public opinion, 
with the odds heavily against me. They were an ostensibly normal Aus- 
tralian family trying to save their elderly father from prosecution for a 
crime committed decades ago in a foreign country, where they claimed 
he would not get a fair trial. They were present at all the proceedings 
and always easily available to the local media.” 


In response to this account, I sent an email to the paper’s Letters Editor as 
follows: 
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“Efraim Zuroff believes ‘the odds were heavily against him’ in his at- 
tempt to have Charles Zentai extradited to Hungary to face ‘Nazi war 
crimes’ charges.’ However, during the seven years involved (2005- 
2012) I do not recall seeing a single opinion piece favourable to Zen- 
tai’s cause published in any of the three major newspapers read in 
Melbourne. By contrast, all three papers published opinion pieces fa- 
vourable to his pursuers. The Australian, in particular, mentioned more 
than once that its own research had turned up evidence against Zentai, 
this leading to the impression that the paper was giving assistance to 
his opponents. Zuroff is correct that good coverage was given to the 
views and research of Zentai’s own family, but these could easily be 
discounted as ‘biased by blood’. Little or no effort was made to publi- 
cise the views of other Australians opposed to Zentai’s extradition and 
the belated campaign of the ‘Nazi hunter.’” 


Unfortunately, The Australian did not publish this response. 

Zuroff on 23 August also wrote, disingenuously I believe, that in the 
minds of Zentai’s children he “was responsible for the predicament the 
family faced,” whereas “of course, it was Hungary that had asked for Zen- 
tai’s extradition.” That nation’s request, surely, was only made as a result 
of strong inducement or pressure exerted by international Jewish agencies. 
It is most unlikely that the majority of Hungarians were behind it or even 
in favour of it. 

The Australian did publish on 24 August one response to Zuroff — a let- 
ter by Robin Linke headed “Nazi witch hunt.” It forms a good epitaph for 
the case: 


“Efraim Zuroff’s justification in pursuing Charles Zentai for alleged 
war crimes is flawed. After 70 years there is no way a court of law 
could find Zentai guilty beyond reasonable doubt. Despite millions of 
dollars spent over several decades not a single person has been suc- 
cessfully prosecuted. The passage of time long ago turned the pursuit of 
alleged Nazi war criminals into a witch hunt.” 


Theoretically, Hungary could submit to Australia a new request for Zen- 
tai’s extradition, replacing the charge “war crime” with “murder.” Legal 
opinion is that, if so, such a request might be successful. It is to be hoped 
that Hungary will have the common humanity and good sense not to do 
that. 


INCONVENIENT HISTORY 369 


Notes 


1 


NY nun 


= 
oO 


11 


= 
N 


Ro) 


Robert Manne, “A Case against the War Crimes Act,” in The Report of the 
Symposium on the Proposed War Crimes Legislation in Australia, Captive Na- 
tions Council of Victoria, Melbourne, 1988, p. 6. 

Ibid, pp. 6-7. 

Tom Sherman, “The Government’s Position on the Bill,” in The Report of the 
Symposium on the Proposed War Crimes Legislation in Australia, Captive Na- 
tions Council of Victoria, Melbourne, 1988, pp. 14-15. (Sherman was deputy 
secretary of the Federal Attorney General’s Department.) 

Manne, op. cit., p. 7. 

Sherman, op. cit., p. 14. 

Manne, op. cit., p. 9. 

Anthony Endrey QC, “The Overzealous Nazi Hunter,” in Hungarian Observer, 
Victoria, April 1988, pp. 4-5. 

The highest court holding jurisdiction in Australia. (The hierarchy of courts 
involved in the Charles Zentai case, in ascending order, is as follows: (i) The 
State Magistrates Court exercising federal jurisdiction; (ii) the Federal Court on 
appeal from (i); the Full Federal Court on appeal from (ii); and the High Court 
on appeal from (1i1).) 

“SA Man Being Investigated for Alleged War Crimes,” On Target, The Aus- 
tralian League of Rights, Vol. 35, No. 29, Melbourne, 30 July 1999. 

On Target, Vol. 28, No. 25, 10 July 1992. 

“Former lieutenant-governor of South Australia issues press release on war 
crimes trials,” On Target, The Australian League of Rights, Melbourne, Vol. 
27, No. 44, 15 November 1991. 

Robert Manne, “Discussion,” in The Report of the Symposium on the Proposed 
War Crimes Legislation in Australia, Captive Nations Council of Victoria, 
Melbourne, 1988, p. 36. (Senator Cooney, an ALP senator, had said during the 
symposium: “The trouble with extradition is that those you send back tend to 
end up dead. I do not want anybody I have associated with to go back to their 
death. I cannot support this approach.” See p. 27.) 

Dr. Efraim Zuroff, “Zentai Case,” in Shalom Magazine, No. 48, September 
2007, online. 

Gyorgy Vamos, “Murder on Arena Avenue: is Charles Zentai Guilty?,” in The 
Monthly, No. 43, March 2009, online, 

This is the name of the communist court that was operative in Hungary during 
1947 and 1948. 

David Weber, “Zentai case tossed in the too-hard basket,” The Drum, Australi- 
an Broadcasting Corporation, 8 July 2010, online. 

Zuroff, op. cit., p. 3. 

Wikipedia article on Zentai, accessed 6 July 2012. 

The Australian, 21 June 2006. (There are three major newspapers read in the 
author’s home town of Melbourne — The Age, the Herald Sun and The Australi- 
an, the latter being Australia’s only national paper. Coverage of the Zentai case 
has been much more frequent in The Australian than in the other two dailies.) 


370 VOLUME 4, NUMBER 4 


2° The Australian, 29-30 July 2006. (Australia has a federal constitution, inaugu- 
rated in 1901, whereby the Australian Government holds and exercises certain 
powers, while the states and territories hold and exercise other powers.) 

21 The Australian, 13 September 2006. (Perth is the capital of the state of Western 

Australia. It is Zentai’s home city.) 

Wikipedia, op. cit. and reports in The Australian on 14 February and 17 April 

2007. 

23 Herald Sun, 31 May 2007; The Australian, 4 September 2007 and 26 Septem- 
ber 2007. 

4 The Age, 24 April 2008; the Herald Sun, 24 April 2008. 

25 The Australian, 18 August 2008. 

°° The Age, 19 August 2008. 

27 The Australian, 19 August 2008. 

Naomi Levin, Jewish News online at Fightdemback, 1 September 2008. 

2° The Australian, 31 March 2009. 

3° The Age, 9 October 2009. 

31 The Australian, 9 October 2009. 

32 The Australian, 23 October 2009. 

33. Wikipedia entry on Charles Zentai, consulted on 6 July 2012. 

34 The Age, 13 November 2009. 

35. The Australian, 13 November 2009. 

Tanalee Smith, Australian Associated Press, online, 13 November 2009; The 

Australian, 17 December 2009. 

37 The Australian, 12 January 2010. 

38 The Age, 24 February 2010. 

Warwick Stanley, Australian Associated Press, online, 23 February 2010. 

° The Australian, 29 April 2010. 

! The Australian, 3-4 July 2010. 

> The Age, 3 July 2010. 

3 David Weber, op. cit. 

4 Wikipedia, article on Charles Zentai, consulted on 4 July 2012. 

45 Perth Now, online, 25 January 2011. 

© Perth Now, online, 16 May 2011. 

7 Lloyd Jones, Perth Now, online, 17 May 2011. 

8 The Australian, 17 May 2011. 

° Herald Sun, 17 August 2011; “Extradition saga in Charles Zentai case contin- 

ues,” News.com.au, Australian Associated Press, online, 16 August 2011. 

°° The Age, 29 March 2012. 

Vamos, op. cit., pp. 3-4. 

» Ibid., p. 7. 

3 Tbid., p. 1. 

* Ibid, p. 3. 

% bid, p. 3. 

Ibid, pp. 4-6. 

“Zentai case raises serious questions,” editorial in The Australian, 17 May 

2005. 

Mark Aarons, “No refuge for war criminals,” The Australian, 25 April 2008. 


nw 
aon 


n 
oO 


INCONVENIENT HISTORY 371 


60 
6 
62 
63 
64 
6 


an 


66 
6 
6 
6 
7 
7 
tL; 
7 
7 
7. 


Ak BN —F SCH A 


7 
7 


an a 


7 
vk 


‘© 0 


8 
8 
8 
8 
8: 


KR BN — SS 


8 


rn 


“War crime accused ‘too frail’,” The Australian, 14 February 2007. 

“Zentai in prison as minister ponders,” The Australian, 23 October 2009. 
Perth Now, online, 16 May 2011. 

Vamos, op. cit., pp. 1-2. 

Ibid., p. 5. 

Nikolai Tolstoy, foreword in The Report of the Symposium on the Proposed 
War Crimes Legislation in Australia, Captive Nations Council of Victoria, 
Melbourne, 1988, p. 4. 

Manne, op. cit., pp. 10-12. 

F.J.P.Veale, The Veale File, Institute for Historical Review, USA, Vol. 1, p. 31. 
Ibid, p. 229. 

Ibid., p. 230. 

Chapman Pincher, The Secret Offensive, Sidgwick and Jackson, London, 1985. 
Ibid, p. 2. 

“Testimony ‘clears’ Zentai’s name,” The Australian, 1 October 2007. 

Tomas Melicharek, online, 19 June 2008. 

“Zentai in prison as minister ponders,” The Australian, 23 October 2009. 
“Accused war criminal’s extradition fight fails,” The Australian, 13 September 
2006; “Alleged war criminal beat teenager to death, court told,” The Age, 19 
August 2008. 

“Barrister takes on Zentai case for free,” The Australian, 12 January 2010. 

In Keltie Zubko, The Path of Legal Warfare, subtitled “Imre Finta’s Trial for 
War Crimes,” Veritas, Western Australia, 1991, pp. 2-3. 

In Debbie Guest, “Nazi era’s cold case,” The Australian, 3 November 2009. 
“Nazi officer acquitted of wartime mass murder,” The Australian, 21 December 
2005. 

“Evidence ‘strong’ on war charges,” The Australian, 25 April 2008. 

“Zentai in prison as minister ponders,” The Australian, 23 October 2009. 
“Hungarian far right grows,” The Australian, 19 February 2010. 

“Zentai ruling wrong: QC,” The Australian, 28 April 2010. 

Douglas Christie described Seifert’s condition in prison on 5 July 2010: “The 
temperature in Mr. Seifert’s cell was approximately 35 degrees Celsius, with 
one small fan producing very little effect and an open window about eight feet 
above the floor, with no screen and thus mosquitoes were free to come in and 
out of the cell. Mr. Seifert, at present, suffers severe infections of his lower legs. 
Dr. Cariello assures me this is chronic, but two years ago I was well aware that 
Mr. Seifert could walk and did not have infections as he has now. [...] His toes 
are all infected; one nail having either fallen off or been torn off. His feet are 
bleeding and emitting pus or evidence of bleeding and weeping infection up to 
the knees. He had, in an endeavour to staunch the bleeding and flow of infected 
material, wrapped his leg in paper, since there were no bandages provided and 
no evidence of antibiotic prescriptions or topical ointment. He has psoriasis, or 
had, when he went to Italy, and this appears to have been untreated to a large 
degree.” In Friends of Freedom, Newsletter for the supporters of the Canadian 
Free Speech League, Victoria, Canada, July 2010. Seifert died fairly soon after 
this report. 

“Nazi suspect arrested,” The Age, 19 July 2012. 


372 VOLUME 4, NUMBER 4 


86 
8 
8 
8 


Wikipedia article on Charles Zentai, consulted on 6 July 2012. 

The Australian, 4 October 2005. 

“Setback for accused war criminal,” The Australian, 16 February 2009. 

Zuroff, op.cit, p. 2. 

°° Tomas Melicharek, op. cit. 

°! David Weber, op. cit. 

% Ibid. 

3 Joseph Sapienza, WAtoday, online, 26 August 2009. 

4 Wikipedia, article on Charles Zentai, 6 July 2012. 

°> Joseph Sapienza, op. cit. 

°© In Karlis Salna, “Zentai to challenge extradition decision,” Australian Associat- 

ed Press, News.com.au, online, 12 November 2009. 

For example: — Christopher Bantick, “A shadow cast over us,” Herald Sun, 29 

October 2007; Mark Aarons, “No refuge for war criminals,” The Australian, 

April 25 2008; Alan Howe, “All aboard? Not quite,” Herald Sun, 2 August 

2008; Michael Gawenda, “War crimes should be punished — no matter how 

long it takes,” The Age, 28 August 2008; Alan Howe, “No use-by date for evil,” 

Herald Sun, 12 October 2009. 

“Zentai case raises serious questions,” The Australian, 17 May 2005. 

“Ellison must send Zentai to Hungary,” The Australian, 13 June 2005. 

100 Zuroff, op. cit., p. 3. 

10! Paige Taylor, “Warrant of war accused revealed,” The Australian, 9 June 2005. 

102 «Testimony ‘clears’ Zentai’s name,” The Australian, 1 October 2007. 

103 On 2 September 2008 I sent letters to Bruce Guthrie, editor of the Herald Sun, 
Paul Ramadge, editor of The Age and Paul Whittaker, editor of The Australian. 
Each letter appealed to the editor concerned to allow publication of the case in 
favour of disallowing Zentai’s extradition to Hungary. 

Tn The Australian, 18 May 2005. 

95 “Zentai case document ‘worthless’,” The Australian, 3 October 2007. 

% “Zentai could be extradited this week,” The Australian, 18 August 2008. 

°7 "War accused loses appeal,” The Australian, 9 October 2009. 

“Court overrules Zentai extradition order,” The Australian, 3-4 July 2010. 

°«<Zentai wants answers on extradition appeal,” The Australian, 11-12 December 
2010. 

'0On Channel Nine, the transcript having been provided by his department. 

Dr, I. C. F. Spry QC, “Legal Notes: The Kalejs Case: An Inappropriate Pur- 
suit,” in National Observer, Council for the National Interest, No. 44, Autumn 
2000, pp. 61-66. 

!2“7Zentai to challenge extradition decision,” News.com.au, online, Australian 
Associated Press, 12 November 2009. 

'3 David Weber, op. cit. 

4 Malcolm McCusker QC, in “Zentai extradition is ‘appalling’ — Aussie of the 
Year contender McCusker,” Perth Now, online, 25 January 2011. 

'SB. A. Santamaria, “War crimes trials open Pandora’s Box,” News Weekly, Mel- 
bourne, 12 October 1988. 

‘6 Author’s email to the Herald Sun in response to its news report on 17 April 

2007. 


FE SO wm N 


wo 


An 


9 


a 


9 
9 


o 


INCONVENIENT HISTORY 373 


'7Wrar crimes should be punished — no matter how long it takes,” The Age, 31 
August 2008. 

'8WA News, WA Today.com.au, online, 20 June 2011. 

9 The author sent letters of protest to The Australian, The Age and the Herald Sun 
as soon as he learned of Zundel’s deportation to Germany. None were published 
and for several months not a word about the deportation was published in the 
three newspapers. The author on 28 March 2005 wrote a 3,226-word essay 
about the deportation and the media silence about it and sent it to Quadrant, one 
of Australia’s most prestigious literary and cultural periodicals. Despite his en- 
closing a stamped, self-addressed envelope for return of the MSS if it was re- 
jected, he heard nothing for over two months. A query led to the simple reply 
that the MSS would not be used. It appeared that Quadrant had joined the syn- 
dicate of silence. 

'20«7entai ruling needs scrutiny, says Smith,” The Age, 3 July 2010, online. 

'21Tn a news report by Debbie Guest, “Nazi era’s cold case,” The Australian, 3 
November 2009. 

!22 Ror example, “Laws give wriggle room to war criminals,” The Age, 27 February 
2010. 

3B. A. Santamaria, op. cit. 

47 aurens van der Post, Postscript, in Night of the New Moon, Random House, 
USA, 1970. 

5 Veale, op. cit., p. 254. 

!26«Stunned as ‘war crime’ ordeal ends,” The Age, 16 August 2012. 

"7 Thomas Mautner, “High Court owes us an explanation,” The Age, 20 August 
2012. 

8 Efraim Zuroff, “The case that broke the heart of a Nazi hunter,” The Australian, 
23 August 2012. 


374 VOLUME 4, NUMBER 4 


Why They Said There Were Gas Chambers 


or, Sing for Your Life! 


Jett Rucker 


hey all said it, didn’t they? Or all of those testifying under oath any- 

way, no? Or nobody said there weren’t any, did they? Certainly not 

under oath, eh? The weight of testimonial evidence in support of 
the existence and use of gas chambers in German wartime concentration 
camps seems to be as overwhelming as it could possibly be given that no 
one actually killed in a gas chamber could testify to having suffered that 
fate. For that, of course, we have the bodies. Or at least the ashes, bones 
and teeth. Or at least the steep declines in the “Jewish” populations of Eu- 
ropean countries and worldwide.' 

Testimony to the effect that there were no gas chambers, in any case, 
seems to be entirely lacking from the records of dozens of trials of people 
accused of having taken part in one way or another in the operation of 
“death camps,” or the process of rounding people up and sending them to 
those camps. It is hard to prove a negative, and just as hard to “observe” it. 
There are, to be sure, occasional accounts of camp experience that some- 
how omit reports of gas chambers. And there are even those veterans such 
as Paul Rassinier who claim? that their passages through multiple camps 
left them unpersuaded that such things existed, at least in the places he ex- 
perienced. But these are so few and far between that they constitute the 
exceptions that prove the rule: that the Germans designed, installed, and 
operated gas chambers for killing people (the first ever, anywhere) in their 
infamous camps of World War II. Quite aside from their frequency (and 
certitude), their actual consistency provides that “convergence of evidence” 
whose “moral certainty” buttresses laws throughout Europe, and Israel, that 
provide jail terms for those who publicly express doubt as to any detail of 
the narrative. 

The tsunami of “eyewitness reports” of this industrialization of murder 
constitutes a veritable “perfect storm” of evidence to confirm in the minds 
of all within the reach of Western media and educational systems the unas- 
sailable truth of the gas-chamber story. It is, indeed, a storm so very perfect 
as to require what in evolutionary theory is known as “intelligent design.” 
This, despite the fact that no gas chamber for killing people with a capacity 
above two (both victims strapped into their chairs) has ever been suggest- 
ed, much less known to have existed, before or since. 
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Rudolf Hoss after his capture by the British. In a letter to his wife (11 April 
1947) he wrote, “Most of the terrible and horrible things that took place 
there | learned only during this investigation and during the trial 
itself.” [Public domain], via Wikimedia Commons 


The story had its beginnings, of course, before the facts — facts, indeed, 
that never did occur, not in German-controlled areas nor anywhere else, if 
only because of the numerous physical impossibilities or impracticalities 
involved. The earliest “reports” came via Polish agents who had, in some 
cases, actually visited or been imprisoned in concentration camps on Polish 
territory, by clandestine radio transmissions to the Polish government-in- 
exile in London’. These initially entailed mass killings by an improbable 
panoply of exotic means including electroshock, steam, engine exhausts, 
“gas vans,” and eventually the potentially lethal insecticide, Zyklon-B. The 
passage of time and the penetration of evidence-based inquiry have ineluc- 
tably eroded away the electroshock and steam mythologies, and are doing 
so to Diesel exhaust (which isn’t toxic), and “gas vans” (lack of evidence, 
and practicality), but the accounts alleging carbon monoxide (expensively 
available in low concentrations in the exhaust from gasoline engines) and 
Zyklon-B (unlikely on a dozen scores, including high time requirements 
for the processing of “batches” of killings) march on with nary a hitch, so 
compelling are the interests whose defense absolutely requires some credi- 
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ble vehicle with which to promote the tragedy of the mass injustice that 
befell the racial foes cited in National Socialist ideological rantings. 

How, then, did this incredible (literally) groundswell of testimony arise, 
if, as growing numbers of revisionists now assert, “No one was gassed” 
(“Niemand wurde vergast,” in a language in which it is forbidden to pub- 
lish such notions)? The facts of the matter lie somewhere between the 
“groundswell” and a nefarious conspiracy by some obscure Star Chamber 
to deceive the future masses of the world. 

But that groundswell is not entirely composed of victims (actual and 
self-styled) of the infamous camps. Involved also are various parties op- 
posed, under more, or less, desperate circumstances, to the expansionist 
regime that controlled Germany from 1933 to 1945. It starts, of course, 
with the first victims, the Poles. But it doesn’t hit high gear until those 
Polish opponents of German rule are joined by the Soviet behemoth to the 
east, the one that after the war overthrew and subsumed the Polish polity 
and erected a simulacrum of it as the vehicle of its suzerainty over the peo- 
ple and territory of Poland, that only fell in 1989. 

But the Soviets were not the only victorious power involved — far from 
it. Fired by a hard core of Jewish vengeance-seekers (as was the Soviet 
Union) were also recently occupied France, bombed Great Britain, and that 
distant, but Jewish-suffused behemoth, the United States — the four powers, 
in fact, that divided the former Germany into pieces occupied by each of 
them, not counting the large pieces sundered and parceled out to Poland 
and Czechoslovakia as their permanent territories. These powers, and their 
agendas, became literally the law of the land that once was Germany, and 
the features of that law reflected the inconceivably violent circumstances 
under which it had gained its supremacy over the people and territory of 
hapless Germany. 

Under this “law,” then, proceeded the “trials” of those apprehended on 
suspicion of having caused or abetted the recent unpleasantness that had 
arisen among the various governments, and racial/religious groups, and 
armies, involved.* 

This “law” governed all the land, and all the people on the land, and all 
the food, and even the water and shelter, that constituted the rump Germa- 
ny that remained after the pre-war entity so known had been suitably di- 
vided among the neighboring powers that had ended up on the winning 
side of World War II. On this land was not only the decimated population 
that survived the bombing campaigns, the starvation, the disease, the rav- 
agement of desperate, defensive combat, and the depredations of post-war 
prisoner-of-war camps, but also hundreds of thousands of various refugees 
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including concentration-camp veterans and those fleeing, for many rea- 
sons, the Communist hegemony that even then was clearly arising in the 
east. The previous residents were “Germans.” The rest were “displaced 
persons” (DPs). In this witches’ brew of inchoate masses clinging desper- 
ately to whatever vestiges of life they could claw hold of to survive to the 
next day, arose the victorious Allies’ enterprise to visit “justice” upon 
those upon whom blame for the past five years of suffering and destruction 
could be fixed. 

The process, though not orchestrated “from above” by some sort of 
vengeful divinity, worked as though so ordained. Jews, perhaps under- 
standably, manned the vise that closed over that portion of the surviving 
German populace who could credibly be branded as perpetrators of either 
the alleged genocide or of the “aggressive war’ that had so impinged upon 
the territorial prerogatives of the victors at the outset. All the prosecuting 
powers recruited from their populations those who might be: (a) in some 
way versed in legal procedures; and (b) able to speak German, and trans- 
late it into some other language (French, English, or Russian). 

What group could form this cadre, but those who, born and raised in 
Germany, had escaped or otherwise left it because of their membership in a 
group disfavored (with increasing severity as the war progressed to its dis- 
astrous conclusion) by the National Socialist regime of Germany? Their 
spirit of vengeance was fired not only by the misfortunes (if any) they had 
experienced, but further by the worse misfortunes (as they understood 
them) of their co-racialists who had remained behind after they themselves 
had effected their fortuitous exits. Indeed, it seems inescapable that some 
of these avenging angels may even have felt some guilt arising from the 
contrast between their own fates and those imputed to their mischpoke who 
had remained behind. Perhaps they (thought they) had parents to avenge, or 
grandparents, or uncles, or... other family members, and only the most- 
scathing sorts of vengeance could expiate their own sins of having aban- 
doned these relatives to their actual or supposed fates. 

In any case, a horrific “Catch-22” arose in the prosecution of “war 
criminals” in occupied Germany after the War. Participants in the Recent 
Unpleasantness (of concentration camps) were divided up into two groups: 
Victims, and Accuseds. Victims were, for the most part, Jews, or people 
who could pass themselves off as Jews. With the returning Jewish-emi- 
grant prosecutors, these formed the opposing “jaws” between which sus- 
pected Germans were easily and relentlessly crushed. 

Accuseds (the term “defendants” was not used) were for the most part 
Germans, or other nationalities from which the Germans recruited guards 
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and other such helpmates. There was some “leakage” between these cate- 
gories, as some Jews were identified (though not prosecuted) as vigorous 
collaborators in the Nazis’ nefarious schemes, and a good few Gentile 
Germans, such as Seventh-Day Adventists, were identified as victims in 
the wartime control schemes of the National Socialists. 

But matters seemed to sort themselves out, mostly along ethnic lines. It 
was, in the most lethal form imaginable, a swearing contest. The winners 
of this contest included many like Elie Wiesel, recipient of a Nobel Prize 
and many other trophies for the prosecution he pursues even to this present 
day. 

And in this contest, a certain kind of swearer seemed, ineluctably, to 
gain sway over the proceedings. This was the swearer who affirmed the 
legend, dating all the way back to clandestine broadcasts of 1942 from 
Polish resistance fighters, that the Germans had invented, designed, built, 
and successfully deployed, an entirely new technology for mass murder, 
the gas chamber — and this employing the crudest and most unlikely of ve- 
hicles, that of either the cyanide-based insecticide Zyklon-B, or of carbon 
monoxide produced, variously, by gasoline engines or even cylinders clear- 
ly marked CO, (carbon dioxide, a totally non-toxic gas). 

The support for these notions was considerable — even compelling — and 
compelled. First, perhaps, was the surrounding conditions in Germany at 
the time “witnesses” were recruited to provide their damning tales for the 
proceedings then underway. 

The land, it might be said, was starving. Food, and warmth, and shelter, 
were to be found in only one place: the hands of the conquering Allies. 
These alone could provide the necessaries of survival; all else was cold, 
and hunger, and fatal exposure. 

But this precious Allies-monopolized sustenance could be had, at a 
price that many were able, by hook or by crook, to pay: testimony as to 
German atrocities. This did not by any means require actual experience of 
said atrocities. It only required an awareness of what the dominant thrust of 
desired testimony already was and a credible account supporting the “wit- 
ness’s” presence at or even just near the places where they were said to 
have occurred. And this, in turn, was available, perhaps for a price, from 
those conspicuous, well-fed and otherwise comfortable denizens of the en- 
viable living that was provided for “witnesses” able to provide testimony 
of the desired sort. An “industry” — the first “Holocaust Industry” — was 
born. 

Opportunists, not to mention those intent on mere survival, naturally 
piled on, including, no doubt, many who were “Jews” merely for the occa- 
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sion, if it buttressed the particular testimony that they had managed to con- 
coct. A testifying contest ensued, in which Allied prosecutors enjoyed the 
luxury of selecting those who by various means legitimate and otherwise 
managed to proffer the most-damning testimony with which to convict the 
many accuseds then held in the Allies’ well-populated prisons. 

These “witnesses,” no doubt, included Jews, and included people who 
had endured the hardships of labor camps — even people who were both. 
But whatever these witnesses were or were not, they contrived to present 
barely credible tales of the depredations of “the Germans” upon their own 
and other persons, and while they were engaged in this activity, they re- 
ceived from the Allies good food, good clothing, and good shelter such as 
not even the surrounding native population were in most cases able to en- 
joy. And such incentives, no doubt, goaded them continually to provide 
testimony that satisfied their Allied benefactors — for one more winter, if 
for nothing more. 

Such “witnesses” were not sworn to any truth, not on a Bible, nor on 
any tract pertaining to their actual or pretended beliefs. They were likewise 
immune, in effect, against any sort of charge of perjury. If a tribunal hap- 
pened to discount their testimony, and mete out against the accused(s) 
some sentence a bit short of what might have been implied as appropriate 
by the testimony provided, that was the end of it. No witness in any of the 
post-war atrocity trials was ever even threatened with any such sanctions as 
those arising from perjury. 

The accuseds, for their part, were subject to strictures that cut very 
much in the opposite direction. To begin with, they were barred from argu- 
ing against the alleged crimes having even been committed — the defense 
of corpus delicti (body missing) was denied them by a “judicial notice” the 
tribunals took to the effect that a practice of deliberate genocide had been 
pursued by the nation into which the accuseds had been born, and in whose 
service they took part, whether willingly or through conscription.” 

Further to the “judicial notice” that the tribunals took regarding who 
was guilty of what, and why, was a blanket allegation of “constructive con- 
spiracy,” in which any person who took any part in any function of any 
suspected camp or other such operation was held to be guilty of the alleged 
genocidal enterprise, even if he were able somehow to prove actual una- 
wareness of the enterprise, and entirely aside from whether his duties en- 
tailed killing, sustaining, or having nothing whatsoever directly to do with 
the putative victims.° 

Finally, a defense provided for the powerless underlings who constitute 
upwards of ninety percent of the muscle of every army or otherwise vio- 
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lence-based suasive force, the defense of “orders from above” was likewise 
arbitrarily suspended for the accuseds, though after the tribunals, it was 
hastily restored to the codes by which subordinates in the triumphant 
armed forces might defend themselves in tribunals as yet unestablished. No 
matter if you faced discipline, transfer to the dreaded Eastern Front, being 
broken in rank, or even the firing squad for insubordination, if you fol- 
lowed (or could not prove you refused to follow) those orders to do things 
of which you were accused, you were guilty. 

This left only two recourses to accuseds who hoped to attain a prison 
sentence instead of a quick trip to the gallows, both recourses having simi- 
lar effects. The first was, to confirm, amplify, and extend the overall tales 
of atrocity and genocide. Doing this was hoped, and was seen, to garner at 
least some degree of leniency on the part of the prosecution, whose goal 
was, after all, the incrimination of an entire nation, and not just of whatever 
hapless accused might occupy the dock at any particular moment. So, 
many accuseds, from Rudolf Héss’ on down, took up this gambit as a des- 
perate attempt to appease their inquisitors, quite like defendants in pro- 
ceedings throughout history in which the verdict, if not the sentence, was 
quite foregone. 

The second recourse was even more potent, but accordingly more de- 
manding in terms of testimonial content: one could, given sufficient infor- 
mation and guile, accuse some other of the crimes of which one stood ac- 
cused oneself. It was preferable, of course, to name some other accused 
who was within the reach of the prosecutors, and if one could somehow 
arrange the cooperation of victim-witnesses, this enabled the inquisitors to 
at least appear to be casting their damning nets so much the wider.* 

Obviously, both of these techniques of self-defense broadened and 
deepened the channels in which the original lie ran — all the product of the 
efforts of accused perpetrators to avoid bearing themselves the brunt of the 
victors’ wrath — and of the vengeful refugees from, and of self-styled vic- 
tims of, the racial policies of the vanquished. Thus did policies of ethnic 
cleansing and industrial enslavement become transmogrified in the eyes of 
later generations, by way of “judicial” testimony, into a gruesome, hideous 
program of torture and extermination that quite boggled the minds of all 
who heard of it. 

Is that such a great leap, after all? Morally, it bridges the chasm that 
would seem to lie between racial and national survival, on the one hand, 
and inhuman hubris and cruelty on the other. But in tangible terms, the two 
in a retrospect beclouded by war can barely be distinguished one from an- 
other. 
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The only thing imaginable that could forever cement this critical, moral 


distinction — a distinction that forever damns the perpetrators and all their 
descendants in time, and ennobles their innocent victims and their issue 
forever, would be ... gas chambers. 


Notes 


1 


An interesting discussion of the population effects appeared in Smith’s Report 
for February 2010 (No. 169) in N. Joseph Potts’s “Fighting Hatred, One Lie at a 
Time.” (https://codoh.com/library/document/category/periodicals/periodicals- 
english/smiths-report/smiths-report-2010/smiths-report-20 1 0-no-169-feb/) 

Paul Rassinier. The Holocaust Story and the Lies of Ulysses. Institute for His- 
torical Review, Newport Beach, Cal., 1978. 

The best review of the development of the Holocaust Narrative is the subject of 
Part 1 of The Gas Chamber of Sherlock Holmes, by Samuel Crowell, Nine- 
Banded Books, Charleston, W. Va., 2011. 

An unforgettable account of the inner workings of these war-crimes trials is the 
subject of Innocent at Dachau, by Joseph Halow, Institute for Historical Re- 
view, Newport Beach, Cal., 1993. 

Article 21, Constitution of the International Military Tribunal, at 
http://avalon.law.yale.edu/imt/imtconst.asp. 

The last line of Article 6 of the Constitution of the International Military Tribu- 
nal reads (emphasis mine): “Leaders, organizers, instigators and accomplices 
participating in the formulation or execution of a common plan or conspiracy to 
commit any of the foregoing crimes are responsible for all acts performed by 
any persons in execution of such plan.” The term “accomplices” was relied up- 
on to indict virtually any person present at, or otherwise involved in supporting, 
concentration camps who was not an actual detainee. 

Hoss was the commandant of Auschwitz. He is the putative author of Comman- 
dant of Auschwitz, Weidenfeld & Nicolson, London, 1959. This book contains 
details (many of which have since been disproven) of atrocities at Auschwitz 
which Héss claimed to have witnessed and/or ordered. 

Perhaps the greatest example of this is KZ Auschwitz — Reminiscences of Pery 
Broad — SS Man in Auschwitz Concentration Camp, Panstwowe Muzeum 
Oswiecim, Oswiecim, Poland, 1965, which SS Unterscharfiihrer Pery Broad 
wrote while defending against charges in the Frankfurt Auschwitz Trials. His 
success in this endeavor may be gauged against his sentence: four years of im- 
prisonment, or about the same as Germar Rudolf served for the crime of inves- 
tigating and reporting allegations such as Broad’s. 
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Auschwitz, Buchenwald and Alfred Hitchcock’s 
First Horror Movie 
From the Memoirs of a German Soldier 


Nemo Anonymous 


1. Auschwitz-Birkenau as Seen through the Eyes of a 
Recuperating Trooper 


I was a tank soldier, a member of a unit consisting of 70 Panther tanks 
which was pulled out of the Normandy invasion-opposition front and trans- 
ferred to the Eastern front in mid-June 1944. By countless attacks by day 
and by night, we broke the enemy ring around Vilna and halted the ad- 
vance of the Red Army against East Prussia. We also saw action in the 
Narew and Weichsel salients, and in October of 1944 we repulsed the 
hordes of Russian tanks moving toward Warsaw. By the middle of No- 
vember, my company consisted of a mere three tanks. At that time an ar- 
mored unit moved into our sector of the front to which we were allowed to 
attach our three remaining Panzers. 

For almost six months we were constantly engaged in combat, both day 
and night, fighting under the worst supply situation imaginable. More than 
half of my comrades were killed, and those still alive looked terrible. We 
were nothing but skin and bones, with deeply lined faces and pale waxy 
complexions, indescribably filthy and infested with lice. For months we 
had been wearing the same uniforms and underwear, completely soaked 
with oil and sweat. The relentless overexertion had visibly frayed the 
nerves of many of my comrades. We were thankful to have survived the 
countless battles and overjoyed when we got the prospect of a little recu- 
peration with a chance to catch up on our sleep. We left our section of the 
front and were transported by truck to the concentration camp at Birkenau. 
Approaching our destination, we saw columns of concentration-camp la- 
borers wearing brown uniforms and engaged in constructing fallback de- 
fensive positions. Toward evening we arrived at Camp Birkenau. 

The camp seemed to have been mostly evacuated, administered by the 
“Todt” Organization (major construction firm) using a large number of 
convicts. In addition to us, there were several other small groups from dis- 
solved front-line units in camp. We three tank crews were assigned a bar- 
racks but not yet allowed to enter it. Four prisoners were assigned to us as 
orderlies; they led us to the shower installations. Our uniforms, underwear 
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Ostfront-Stid, Panzer V “Panther” Ausf. A.; PK 695 Bundesarchiv, Bild 
1011-244-2321-34 / Waidelich / CC-BY-SA [CC-BY-SA-3.0-de 
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0/de/deed.en)], via 
Wikimedia Commons 


and blankets had to be deloused. The orderlies were horrified at the sight of 
our filthy rags. After bathing we were dusted with delousing powder and 
issued new underwear and overalls, along with two new blankets each. Fi- 
nally we were allowed to enter our barracks; then we went to the mess hall 
to eat. After six months, finally getting a good hot meal, two warm blan- 
kets and being allowed to sleep in a bed, seemed too good to be true. After 
two days we got our cleaned and deloused uniforms back. 

Several days later an SS sergeant approached us and requested that we 
take charge of supplies for his armored unit and deliver them to the front. 
We were to go to Auschwitz and pick up submachine guns, ammunition, 
smoke signal devices, blankets and other items for the combat squadron of 
our SS Panzer comrades. We drove there next day, but some of the items 
were not in stock and so we had to wait several days. We were quartered in 
the transit barracks. Every day we went to the warehouse with our requisi- 
tion forms until finally we had everything on the list. 

Included on the list were 50 blankets, which were stored in a building 
two stories high. This building had a central passageway with four tiers of 
wooden shelves on the right and left, part of which were filled with blan- 
kets. When I entered the building I could not see anyone but I heard voices 
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coming from behind the bales of blankets. When I announced myself with 
a loud “hallo!” someone up above asked what I wanted. I replied that I 
wanted 50 blankets whereupon the unseen voice told me to count out fifty 
and take them away. When I replied that this was their job, four dark fig- 
ures climbed down from the top bales of blankets, where they had been 
playing cards. Then they very ceremoniously counted out 50 blankets and 
loaded them onto our lorry while offering to sell us foreign cigarettes, 
chewing gum, cookies and wrist watches. The prisoners explained that they 
were allowed to receive Red Cross packages every month, and the camp 
was regularly inspected by the Red Cross. 

On another occasion I observed six loafing prisoners pushing a small 
cart containing two bales of hair from the railroad dock to the camp. (Dur- 
ing the War, barbers were required to collect human hair and turn it in, 
since hair was a raw material for the manufacture of felt boots.) I became 
really angry as I watched the lazy tempo of these prisoners, goofing off and 
smoking cigarettes. After all, I had just spent six months in constant com- 
bat, day and night, under the most severe exertion and deprivation imagi- 
nable. Half of my comrades had been killed while these jailbirds were hav- 
ing an easy time of it. This seemed unjust, incomprehensible! My com- 
rades, filled with indignation, expressed the same sentiments. 

After three days we finally received all the requested material and drove 
to the front with our supplies. I had the impression that Auschwitz was a 
huge supply depot for the Eastern Front, with additional buildings used for 
production and repair. While there we spoke with a large number of pris- 
oners, but no one mentioned anything about gassings or cremations. We 
departed Auschwitz with the disquieting impression that the prisoners there 
had a much easier time of it than the front-line soldiers in their daily duty. 


2. A Train of Cattle Cars near Buchenwald 


On June 6, 1945, I was released by the Americans and transported from the 
POW camp near Hof to Weimar, which I had designated as my home. I 
spent several days with the family of a comrade named Rauf, who had 
been a radio operator in my last tank crew. Since I was a native of East 
Prussia and could not return home, I was hoping to find work and lodging 
with a master craftsman. 

During the day, Weimar was populated by concentration-camp inmates 
from Buchenwald, who were identified by a red triangle on their clothing. I 
conversed with a large number of them, and they were in good physical 
condition. During the day, they participated in political studies for several 
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hours, returning to camp by 10 o’clock. They were waiting for their official 
release papers so that they could file claims for compensation. Among oth- 
ers, I met the orderly of Ernst Thalmann, whose official duties had been to 
wait on the Communist leader. He described how Thalmann had been 
killed next to the railroad tracks during an air raid. The official version was 
that the Nazis had murdered him. The orderly complained that the political 
prisoners had too many special privileges and were not required to work. 

Since I was well supplied with American cigarettes, I went into the 
Buchenwald Camp several times in order to exchange them for underwear, 
shirts and socks. 

After a few days, an inmate told me that the wife of the last comman- 
dant, a pretty blonde woman, had been raped countless times, all day long, 
by the American guard detachment. When she lodged a complaint, some- 
one started the rumor that she had lampshades made from human skin. 
Other inmates disputed the story, describing it as disgusting atrocity propa- 
ganda invented to cover the crimes of her guards. 

The streets of Weimar were patrolled by German auxiliary police ap- 
pointed by the Americans. They wore Wehrmacht uniforms that had been 
dyed blue, and they carried wooden clubs on their belts. I recognized one 
of these policemen as a resident of my hometown who had been convicted 
of raping little girls. But when I greeted him as a hometown acquaintance, 
he denied being from there and pretended not to know me. I looked for 
work everywhere in Weimar without success, so I decided to go to Erfurt 
in search of employment. I also wanted to visit relatives there. 

On a sunny day in mid-June 1945, I hopped on a freight train and went 
to Erfurt. The train stopped about a kilometer and a half before the station, 
so I shouldered my rucksack and began walking toward the station. I soon 
noticed a freight train of about 20 cattle cars sitting on a side track. A foul 
odor was coming from that direction. As I came closer, I saw hands pro- 
truding from ventilation holes and heard sounds of moaning, so I crossed 
several tracks and approached the cattle cars. The people inside noticed me 
and began crying “Water, comrade, water!” Then I reached the train and 
recognized the terrible stench of feces and rotting corpses. The sliding 
doors and ventilation holes were crisscrossed with barbed wire securely 
nailed. Urine and partially dried feces oozed from under the sliding doors 
and between the boards. 

I experienced a feeling of helplessness in a completely unexpected situ- 
ation. In vain I looked about for a water hydrant used to fill the locomotive 
boilers. In the cattle cars they continued crying for water and saying that 
there were many corpses inside, people who had been dead for many days. 
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I felt I had to do something, but I was completely helpless. I took a few 
green apples from my knapsack, stuck them in my uniform jacket, and 
climbed up to a ventilation hole so that I could push them through the 
barbed wire. Suddenly an American guard began yelling and yanked me 
down from the cattle car. Another guard came and began jabbing me with 
his bayonet. Both guards hustled me out through the station entrance, 
where they let me go. I spent that night in a burned-out lorry with another 
released Wehrmacht soldier, whom I told about our comrades in the cattle 
cars. Hoping to free the prisoners with an iron bar, we crept over to the rail 
yard, but our mission was impossible since the train was guarded by dou- 
bled sentries with dogs. 


3. Hitchcock: The Great Simplifier 


In 1977, during a visit to New York and Cape May, I recounted the story of 
the trainload of dying German prisoners to two former US officers. They 
had both been stationed in Heidelberg shortly after the war and they knew 
all about it. They agreed that the cattle cars were filled with captured Ger- 
man soldiers who were infected with typhus and dysentery. They were in 
fact unwitting extras in a movie being made by Alfred Hitchcock, the Hol- 
lywood horror-film specialist. He had been awarded a contract to make a 
movie about concentration camps for the Nuremberg tribunal. At night the 


Alfred Hitchcock was persuaded by 
Sidney Bernstein to leave 
Hollywood to assist on project 
“F3080.” F3080 was the name 
given to a project to compile a 
documentary film on German 
atrocities. The project originated in 
February 1945 in the Psychological 
Warfare Division of SHAEF 
(Supreme Headquarters Allied 
Expeditionary Force). Hitchcock 
was recorded expressing his 
primary concern that “we should try 
to prevent people thinking that any 
of this was faked.” By Studio 
publicity still. Connormah at 
en.wikipedia [Public domain], from 
Wikimedia Commons 
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dead prisoners would be unloaded at Buchenwald, Dachau and other con- 
centration camps by those who were still alive. Hitchcock would then film 
them, depicting the heaps of corpses as victims of German atrocities. A 
large number of corpses were dumped at Buchenwald at night, and next 
day the citizens of Weimar were forced to walk past the heaps of rotting 
corpses and smell the sickening stench. Some of them actually believed the 
American propaganda, that the corpses had been concentration-camp in- 
mates. It was all filmed as part of Hitchcock’s movie. Afterwards the 
corpses were shoved into mass graves in the vicinity. That too was part of 
the script. This is the explanation that the two former officers of the US 
Army gave me concerning the trainload of dying German prisoners that I 
witnessed on June 16, 1945. 

I certify that my testimony is a true account of what I myself have per- 

sonally seen and experienced. 

kk OK 
First published in German with the title "Ein Deutscher Soldat in Ausch- 
witz und Buchenwald: Auszug aus meinen Lebenserinnerungen" in Viertel- 
jahreshefte fiir freie Geschichtsforschung vol. 1, no. 4, 1997, pp. 263f. 

The name and address of the US officer has been removed for his pri- 
vacy and safety. The name and address of the author is on file with Vrij 
Historisch Onderzoek, Postbus 46, B-2600 Berchem 1, Flanders in Bel- 
gium. Editor. [Or rather used to be, as the organization was banned by the 
Belgian and German governments, hence no longer exists; Ed. 2024] 

Translated by James M. Damon. 
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Smoking Crematory Chimney at Auschwitz 
A Correction 


Robert Bartec 


Eyewitnesses of the Auschwitz-Birkenau camp have frequently testified 
that thick smoke belched out of the chimneys of the four crematories of 
that camp. One classic example is the testimony of former Auschwitz in- 
mate Arnold Friedman. While being cross-examined about his experiences 
at Auschwitz, Friedman stated during the first Ziindel trial in 1985:! 


“There was smoke belching from the crematoria, and it gave us a con- 
stant smell — the crematoria being close enough and low enough for the 
smoke to be dispersed through the camp rather than go straight up.” 


The paintings by former Auschwitz inmate David Olére, who claims to 
have lived in one of the Birkenau crematories for almost two years, give an 
artistic rendering of the general theme that pervades Auschwitz survivor 


Ghetto Fighters’ House 


Ill. 1: “Inmates Hauling a Wagon Loaded with Victims’ Belongings”, 
drawing by David Olére, where thick smoke can be seen rising from two 
crematory chimneys in the background. 
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Ill. 2: Carlo Mattogno’s Doc. 35 with his arrow allegedly pointing to smoke 
rising from the chimney of Crematory III at Auschwitz-Birkenau. Note the 
multitude of scratches on that photo running parallel to this line. The 
second frame shows the same location, but taken from the image of Aug. 
23. (Animated overlay in the online version) 


statements. See for example his drawing “Inmates Hauling a Wagon Load- 
ed with Victims’ Belongings”, where thick smoke can be seen rising from 
two crematory chimneys in the background.” 

Also according to witness statements, the Birkenau crematories are said 
to have been in basically uninterrupted operation from May 1944 into the 
late summer of 1944, when the Nazis are said to have exterminated up to 
half a million Jews from Hungary and up to 70,000 Jews from the Lodz 
Ghetto. 

At the same time, Allied reconnaissance aircraft took several air photos 
of the camp. Hence, if the witnesses’ claims were true, we would expect to 
see thick smoke emanating from at least some of the crematory chimneys 
on at least some of these photos. In his trail-blazing work on air photo evi- 
dence about the Holocaust — or rather the lack thereof — John C. Ball has 
reproduced several of these reconnaissance photos which had been released 
to the public by that time. He posited that none of them shows any smoke- 
emitting crematory chimneys.* 

However, in his impressive 2005 work on open-air incinerations at 
Auschwitz, Carlo Mattogno hypothesized that one air photo taken by a Ca- 
nadian reconnaissance airplane on August 20, 1944, over the Birkenau 
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Ill. 3: A section enlargement of the air photo of Aug. 20, 1944, showing 
Crematory III and its vicinity. The second frame has a few of the parallel 
scratches marked with thin red lines (grey in the printed edition: animated 


overlay in the online version). 


camp “shows a dense column of smoke rising in a spiral from the chimney 
of crematorium III.” See Illustration 1. 

Although I do not wish to argue here that coke-fired crematory chim- 
neys of that era did not emit smoke, I will show in the following that Mat- 
togno’s air photo evidence is flawed. In fact, what is visible on that particu- 
lar air photo is not smoke from a chimney, as Mattogno claimed (see my 
Ill. 1), but rather a defect in the photograph. 

As can be seen on the Aug. 20 photo, there are several slanted lines 
crossing the photo, which are probably mere streaks caused during some 
step of the film’s processing/storing. One of these slanted lines happens to 
run across Crematory III, causing a bright smudge which appears to be 
smoke. Lots of these smudges can be seen in other parts of the photo as 
well, especially in contrast with the almost black ground in the right-hand 
part of the photo. I have highlighted some of these scratches in a GIF im- 
age, see II]. 2. The photo has a few of the parallel scratches marked with 
thin red lines. As the reader can easily see, there are many more scratches. 
In fact, the entire photo is covered with them. These lines are not visible on 
the Aug. 23 photo, which is of a much better quality. 

To support my assertion, I wish to make a few additional points: 


1. The actual chimney is located roughly in the center of the side wing of 
the crematory building, which extends toward the left on the photo. Yet 
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Ii. 4: Further enlargement of the air photo of Aug. 20, 1944, showing only 
Crematory III. The conical shape of the grey shade over this building is 
highlighted with red lines in the second frame. The red rectangle denotes 
the rough position of the chimney (grey in the printed edition: animated 
overlay in the online version). 


the bright, hence thickest part of the alleged “smoke” is located on the 
roof of the building’s main wing, some 10 meters away from the actual 
chimney location. There is no bright smudge above the chimney itself. I 
posit that it is quite impossible for a coke-fired crematory to emit smoke 
in occasional spurts, leading in this instance to its most conspicuous vis- 
ibility some 10 m away from the source. The smoke should actually be 
more visible closer to the source rather than not visible at all. 

2. Smoke rising from a chimney always produces a conical shape (or a 
triangle on a 2D projection = photo), which widens with increasing dis- 
tance from the source. But if we take an even closer look at the image, 
Ill. 3, it turns out this “smoke” appears to be tapering down with in- 
creasing distance from the chimney. Real smoke behaves differently: It 
is thick and focused at the source, but thins out and widens in the dis- 
tance. To prove that point, see the actual smoke cone rising from the 
yard of Crematory V, see Ill. 3. This brings up my final point. 

3. The wind direction on this photo is from the south to north as shown by 
the real smoke coming from the yard of Crematory V, but this alleged 
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(my Ill. 2): The direction of the alleged smoke rising from Crematory III 
(short red arrow to the left) is from southeast to northwest, whereas the 
direction of the smoke rising from the yard of Crematory V is roughly from 
south to north (long red arrow, center top).® 


“smoke” coming from Crematory III has a direction from southeast to 
northwest, parallel to all the other streaks. See the arrows on III. 3. 


My conclusion is therefore that this is only an error/artifact on the photo, 
since the entire photo is covered by these slanted streaks in the same direc- 
tion as the one marked by a red arrow over Crematory III. One of these 
streaks anomalously produced the illusion of smoke rising from that chim- 
ney. 

Hence, as of this day there is not a single known air photo of Ausch- 
witz-Birkenau showing smoke coming out of any of the crematories. Yet 
there are several showing smoke billowing from a limited area in the yard 
of Crematory V, as for instance also on the one shot three days later, on 
Aug. 23, 1944, and on one taken on July 8 of that year. Aerial photography 
does not support witness statements of profusely smoking crematory chim- 
neys at Auschwitz-Birkenau. In fact, the absence of smoke in these photo- 
graphs suggests just the opposite. 


Notes 


' District Court of Ontario. Between: Her Majesty the Queen and Ernst Ziindel. 


Before: The Honourable Judge H.R. Locke and Jury (verbal record of the “first 
Ziindel” trial of 1985), p. 315; similar on pp. 326, 344, 347; cf. Michael Hoff- 
mann, The Great Holocaust Trial, 3rd ed., Wiswell Ruffin House, Dresden, 
N.Y., 1995, pp. 45-47. 

To see more of Oléres’s artwork, 
http://fcit.usf.edu/holocaust/resource/gallery/olere.htm. 
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3 John C. Ball, Air Photo Evidence, publ. by author, Delta, B.C., 1992, esp. pp. 
64f. 

Carlo Mattogno, Auschwitz: Open Air Incinerations, Theses & Dissertations 
Press, Chicago 2005, p. 64, referring to Doc. 34f. on pp. 115f. Note: the photo 
enlargement on p. 116 incorrectly refers back to Doc. 31; it should be Doc. 34. 
5 Ibid., Doc. 36, p. 117. 

® Ibid., Docs. 33 & 38, pp. 114, 119. 
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In the Garden of Beasts 


reviewed by Ezra MacVie 


In the Garden of Beasts, by Erik Larson. Crown Publishing Group, New 
York, 2011, 448 pp. 


had held power in Germany for almost six months, and were not 

expected to last, unlikely characters as virtually all of them were. 
The American ambassador to Germany had left his post shortly after 
Franklin D. Roosevelt’s inauguration, and filling this post turned out to be 
a minor problem for the new president, because no one in the diplomatic 
establishment wanted it. Roosevelt had to “beat the bushes” with unwonted 
vigor to find an emissary. So finally, he secured assent to man the post 
from a candidate from very far outside the usual “farm” of blue-blooded 
New England WASPs from whom ambassadors to such important coun- 
tries normally were recruited. Roosevelt picked a historian — a North Caro- 
linian by birth, specialist in Southern history and biographer of Woodrow 
Wilson — who at that time chaired the History Department at the University 
of Chicago, to dive with his whole family into the seething cauldron that 
Germany turned out to be during the ensuing four-and-a-half years. 

And this mild-mannered Southern historian, with some well-justified 
trepidation, did just that, to the enduring benefit of those who in later years 
seek understanding of just who was doing what to whom in that place and 
those times, and why, and how. William E. Dodd, “yeoman historian” 
though he was deservedly styled by his biographer, never published a 
memoir of his 1933-1937 service in Berlin, but his daughter Martha, who 
with his wife and son accompanied Ambassador Dodd to his European 
posting, wrote memoirs, and novels, from which much can be gleaned con- 
cerning the view an American might gain of events in the same times and 
places. And Dodd himself, of course, left a trove of dispatches to the US 
State Department that serve very well as a chronicle of his own perception 
of events, and after his retirement and return to America, Dodd availed 
himself of a “pulpit” from which to declaim messages that he felt must be 
conveyed after his service and the undoubtedly unique perspectives it af- 
forded him. 


B y June 1933, the “Nazis” — a new word in the world’s lexicon — 
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But this book is not about Dodd, nor by any means entirely even him 
and his active and interesting family members. And it is of course not by 
Dodd, having been written some sixty years after his death. It is, rather, by 
a best-selling author of “novelized history,” and this book itself enjoyed 
many weeks at the very top of the New York Times’s Bestseller (Non- 
Fiction) list, making it perhaps the most-successful book yet reviewed in 
Inconvenient History. For anyone interested in history, revisionist or oth- 
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William E. Dodd and family arrive in Hamburg, Germany in 1933. Public 
Domain. Library of Congress 
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erwise, it offers a wealth of impressions and experiences from times and 
places today much freighted with meaning in terms of subsequent events — 
including, of course, “events” celebrated primarily in propaganda and my- 
thology since pressed into the service of national and ideological agendas 
in the present day. 

According to Author Erik Larson, and I do not doubt him on this score, 
Dodd came away from his four-and-a-half years of representing the US 
government in Berlin with a loathing and fear of the new masters of Ger- 
many that built slowly from his arrival as an open-minded historian who 
had developed a love of German culture, the German language, and per- 
haps even German people from his student days in Leipzig before the First 
World War. Dodd was not only fluent in German, he had actually written a 
biography of Thomas Jefferson in German during his long and distin- 
guished academic career that preceded his appointment. He was, in fact, a 
dissenting revisionist in his own right: at a time when an unbiased posture 
toward the behavior of the Confederate rebels spelled an early and igno- 
minious end to the career of any academic, Dodd specialized in just such 
an illuminating perspective, and ultimately reaped success from this audac- 
ity. Harry Elmer Barnes would have found a kindred soul in this scholar of 
history. Dodd’s views on blame in the First World War are not reviewed in 
this book, but I suspect they may have been such as Dodd may have found 
it most-politic to keep to himself, busy as he was with War between the 
States revisionism. 

The book by no means limits itself to Dodd’s own experiences, but ex- 
curds freely into experiences of his very-active daughter, Martha, with var- 
ious (attractive, young) men, and even on some occasions into observations 
that the author has drawn directly from authoritative history, where it 
serves to provide context to what the main “characters” of this account un- 
dergo in their own rights. The end product of this style is an account that is 
notably more-engaging than conventional history, and affords the more 
intrepid sort of history aficionado the opportunity to extract understanding 
at a level that is simply unavailable to those holding to more-rigorous 
standards of historical exposition and inference. Readers respecting only 
“established facts” might do well to pass this book up; those seeking levels 
of experience transcending what can be objectively supported in accounts 
rendered by one person about yet another person(s) they never even met, 
on the other hand, may find Larson’s confection highly rewarding. It is, 
assuredly, neither fiction nor non-fiction. 

At the end of this slowly and magnificently building story, Ambassador 
Dodd returns to the United States a changed man. Upon his initial posting, 
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it appeared as though Dodd planned to return to the appointment he held at 
the time in the History Department of the University of Chicago. Oddly, 
the narrative quite neglects this expectation, possibly because after four- 
and-a-half years, Dodd had attained an age at which retirement was much 
to be expected, at least at the time: 68. Or perhaps the death of his wife less 
than a year after his return affected his career decisions. 

Be all this as it may, after his return to the US at the end of 1937, Dodd 
took up a “career” as a clarion to alert Americans to the “threat” Nazism — 
by then firmly established in indefinite control of the government of Ger- 
many — posed to America, and indeed to “mankind” in general. Both be- 
fore and after the death of his lifelong mate, also named Martha, he main- 
tained a schedule of appearances before groups across the United States 
that must have been punishing indeed for a man of his years. A cynic such 
as myself is tempted to infer some level of financial need in the enterprise, 
but that might be mere projection on the part of a person whose own suc- 
cess at providing for his material needs can at best be labeled no better than 
“marginal.” 

Dodd delivered himself of a scathing peroration against his (official) 
German hosts as early as his landing at New York on his final return to his 
homeland in early 1938. It was filmed and recorded in videos that are still 
today to be found on YouTube. He was by that time a “private citizen” of 
the United States by a matter of no more than a few days, and his subse- 
quent agitation against the holders of governmental power in Germany of 
the times occasioned several heated complaints delivered to the US State 
Department by Dodd’s former hosts. These complaints were all dismissed 
with a refrain to be heard even to the present day that America is a land of 
“free speech,” in which anyone (no longer a governmental official) may 
espouse any view he might choose without interference from the govern- 
ment. Of course, this policy, to the extent it is still respected in the United 
States, continues to arouse frustration, bafflement, and suspicion on the 
part of persons not accustomed by experience to the compliance with such 
a principle. 

Dodd’s imprecations against the by-then-surprisingly durable masters 
of Germany seemed to rise in pitch and ferocity during the almost three 
years he pursued his new calling before his death in 1940. It is easy to im- 
agine that this might have been prompted by his desire for a hearing — 
bearers of not-terribly-bad news can experience difficulty in gaining atten- 
tion, as others, such as William Randolph Hearst, experienced (and over- 
came). Larson reports that Dodd frequently addressed Jewish groups on the 
subject, inviting speculation on the part of suspicious persons such as this 
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reviewer as to who his paymasters might have been. By June 10, 1938, he 
was telling the Harvard Club, in a speech, that Hitler’s intentions were “to 
kill them all,” meaning the Jews at least of Germany, and perhaps of Eu- 
rope. Dodd’s later mental acuity also comes in for some telling criticism 
according to Larson’s account, especially in the recording of his General 
Consul throughout his Berlin tour, George Messersmith. Messersmith not- 
ed, a couple of years before Dodd’s death, an “organic decline” in the intel- 
lect of his former boss. What is called senility would be neither notable nor 
culpable in a person in that era who had attained the advanced age that 
Dodd had. 

In the end, the cataclysmic war that Dodd foretold came to pass, as 
what in retrospect appears in the case of the US very much a self-fulfilling 
prophecy, not unlike other wars and human events of popular impetus in 
general. 

Author Larson gently toes the lines that are clearly marked out for any- 
one venturing to publish a book in the present day on the history covered in 
his narrative. But, especially in view of those lines (to be toed) and the 
grave consequences awaiting anyone who does not deftly and persuasively 
honor them, the remaining tale, as a product of its own times, is compelling 
and quite possibly informative if decoded according to the cyphers that 
prevail in the times of its publication. 

Embedded in its pages is a veritable bonus romantic novel covering the 
exploits of Dodd’s 27-year-old daughter Martha, a woman of conspicuous 
“sexual appetite,” that might clutter the history involved if it did not in- 
volve partners who embodied so much historical value in their own rights. 
Just one example is Rudolf Diehls, the first head of the GeStaPo, who sur- 
vived not only the Second World War, but the witch trials of Nuremberg 
that came in its train. 

A fascinating read, for devotees of revisionist and mainstream view- 
points alike. 
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The book also documents the general 
National-Socialist policy toward Jews, 
which never included a genocidal “fi- 
nal solution.” In conclusion, Sobibér 
emerges not as a “pure extermination 
camp”, but as a transit camp from 
where Jews were deported to the oc- 
cupied eastern territories. 2nd ed., 460 
pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, 
index. (#19) 
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The “Operation Reinhardt” Camps 
Treblinka, Sobibér, Betzec. By Carlo 
Mattogno. This study has its first fo- 
cus on witness testimonies recorded 
during World War II and the im- 
mediate post-war era, many of them 
discussed here for the first time, thus 
demonstrating how the myth of the 
“extermination camps” was created. 
The second part of this book brings us 
up to speed with the various archeo- 
logical efforts made by mainstream 
scholars in their attempt to prove that 
the myth is true. The third part com- 
pares the findings of the second part 
with what we ought to expect, and 
reveals the chasm between facts and 
myth. 402 pages, illustrations, bibliog- 
raphy, index. (#28) 


Chelmno: A Camp in History & Pro- 
paganda. By Carlo Mattogno. At 
Chelmno, huge masses of Jewish pris- 
oners are said to have been gassed in 
“gas vans” or shot (claims vary from 
10,000 to 1.3 million victims). This 
study covers the subject from every 
angle, undermining the orthodox 
claims about the camp with an over- 
whelmingly effective body of evidence. 
Eyewitness statements, gas wagons 
as extermination weapons, forensics 
reports and excavations, German 
documents — all come under Mat- 
togno’s scrutiny. Here are the uncen- 
sored facts about Chelmno, not the 
propaganda. This is a complementary 
volume to the book on The Gas Vans 
(#26). 2nd ed., 188 pages, indexed, il- 
lustrated, bibliography. (#23) 

The Gas Vans: A Critical Investiga- 
tion. By Santiago Alvarez and Pierre 
Marais. Did the Nazis use mobile gas 
chambers to exterminate 700,000 peo- 
ple? Are witness statements believ- 
able? Are documents genuine? Where 
are the murder weapons? Could they 
have operated as claimed? Where are 
the corpses? In order to get to the 
truth of the matter, Alvarez has scru- 
tinized all known wartime documents 
and photos about this topic; he has 
analyzed a huge amount of witness 
statements as published in the litera- 
ture and as presented in more than 
30 trials held over the decades in Ger- 
many, Poland and Israel; and he has 
examined the claims made in the per- 
tinent mainstream literature. The re- 
sult of his research is mind-boggling. 
Note: This book and Mattogno’s book 
on Chelmno were edited in parallel to 
make sure they are consistent and not 
repetitive. 2nd ed., 412 pages, b&w il- 
lustrations, bibliography, index. (#26) 


The Einsatzgruppen in the Occupied 
Eastern Territories: Genesis, Mis- 
sions and Actions. By C. Mattogno. 
Before invading the Soviet Union, 
the German authorities set up special 
units meant to secure the area behind 
the German front. Orthodox histo- 
rians claim that these units called 
Hinsatzgruppen primarily engaged 
in rounding up and mass-murdering 
Jews. This study sheds a critical light 
onto this topic by reviewing all the 
pertinent sources as well as mate- 
rial traces. It reveals on the one hand 
that original war-time documents do 
not fully support the orthodox geno- 
cidal narrative, and on the other that 
most post-“liberation” sources such as 
testimonies and forensic reports are 
steeped in Soviet atrocity propaganda 
and are thus utterly unreliable. In ad- 
dition, material traces of the claimed 
massacres are rare due to an attitude 
of collusion by governments and Jew- 
ish lobby groups. 2nd ed.., 2 vols., 864 
pp., b&w illustrations, bibliography, 
index. (#89) 


Concentration Camp Majdanek. A 
Historical and Technical Study. By 
Carlo Mattogno and Jiirgen Graf. At 
war’s end, the Soviets claimed that up 
to two million Jews were murdered 
at the Majdanek Camp in seven gas 
chambers. Over the decades, how- 
ever, the Majdanek Museum reduced 
the death toll three times to currently 
78,000, and admitted that there were 
“only” two gas chambers. By exhaus- 
tively researching primary sources, 
the authors expertly dissect and repu- 
diate the myth of homicidal gas cham- 
bers at that camp. They also critically 
investigated the legend of mass ex- 
ecutions of Jews in tank trenches and 
prove it groundless. Again they have 
produced a standard work of methodi- 
cal investigation which authentic his- 
toriography cannot ignore. 3rd ed., 
358 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliog- 
raphy, index. (#5) 


The Neuengamme and Sachsenhau- 
sen Gas Chambers. By Carlo Mattog- 
no and Friedrich Jansson. The Neuen- 
gamme Camp near Hamburg, and the 
Sachsenhausen Camp north of Berlin 
allegedly had homicidal gas chambers 
for the mass gassing of inmates. The 
evaluation of many postwar interro- 
gation protocols on this topic exposes 
inconsistencies, discrepancies and 
contradictions. British interrogating 
techniques are revealed as manipu- 
lative, threatening and mendacious. 
Finally, technical absurdities of gas- 
chambers and mass-gassing claims 
unmask these tales as a mere regur- 
gitation of hearsay stories from other 
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camps, among them foremost Aus- 
chwitz. 2nd ed., 238 pages, b&w ill., 
bibliography, index. (#50) 


Concentration Camp Stutthof and Its 
Function in National Socialist Jewish 
Policy. By Carlo Mattogno and Jiirgen 
Graf. Orthodox historians claim that 
the Stutthof Camp near Danzig, East 
Prussia, served as a “makeshift” ex- 
termination camp in 1944, where in- 
mates were killed in a gas chamber. 
Based mainly on archival resources, 
this study thoroughly debunks this 
view and shows that Stutthof was in 
fact a center for the organization of 
German forced labor toward the end of 
World War II. The claimed gas cham- 
ber was a mere delousing facility. 4th 
ed., 170 pages, b&w illustrations, bib- 
lography, index. (#4) 


SECTION THREE: 
Auschwitz Studies 


The Making of the Auschwitz Myth: 
Auschwitz in British Intercepts, Pol- 
ish Underground Reports and Post- 
war Testimonies (1941-1947). By 
Carlo Mattogno. Using messages sent 
by the Polish underground to Lon- 
don, SS radio messages sent to and 
from Auschwitz that were intercepted 
and decrypted by the British, and a 
plethora of witness statements made 
during the war and in the immediate 
postwar period, the author shows how 
exactly the myth of mass murder in 
Auschwitz gas chambers was created, 
and how it was turned subsequently 
into “history” by intellectually corrupt 
scholars who cherry-picked claims 
that fit into their agenda and ignored 
or actively covered up literally thou- 
sands of lies of “witnesses” to make 
their narrative look credible. 2nd edi- 
tion, 514 pp., b&w illustrations, bibli- 
ography, index. (#41) 


The Real Case of Auschwitz: Robert 
van Pelt’s Evidence from the Irving 
Trial Critically Reviewed. By Carlo 
Mattogno. Prof. Robert van Pelt, a 
mainstream expert on Auschwitz, be- 
came famous when appearing as an 
expert during the London libel trial 
of David Irving against Deborah Lip- 
stadt. From it resulted a book titled 
The Case for Auschwitz, in which 
van Pelt laid out his case for the ex- 
istence of homicidal gas chambers at 
that camp. This book is a scholarly 
response to Prof. van Pelt—and Jean- 
Claude Pressac, upon whose books 
van Pelt’s study is largely based. Mat- 
togno lists all the evidence van Pelt 
adduces, and shows one by one that 
van Pelt misrepresented and misin- 
terpreted every single one of them. 


This is a book of prime political and 
scholarly importance to those looking 
for the truth about Auschwitz. 3rd ed., 
692 pages, b&w illustrations, glossa- 
ry, bibliography, index. (#22) 


Auschwitz: Plain Facts: A Response 
to Jean-Claude Pressac. Edited by 
Germar Rudolf, with contributions 
by Serge Thion, Robert Faurisson 
and Carlo Mattogno. French phar- 
macist Jean-Claude Pressac tried to 
refute revisionist findings with the 
“technical” method. For this he was 
praised by the mainstream, and they 
proclaimed victory over the “revision- 
ists.” In his book, Pressac’s works and 
claims are shown to be unscientific 
in nature, as he never substantiates 
what he claims, and historically false, 
because he systematically misrepre- 
sents, misinterprets and misunder- 
stands German wartime documents. 
2nd ed., 226 pages, b&w illustrations, 
glossary bibliography, index. (#14) 


Auschwitz: Technique and Operation 
of the Gas Chambers: An Introduction 
and Update. By Germar Rudolf. Pres- 
sac’s 1989 oversize book of the same 
title was a trail blazer. Its many docu- 
ment repros are valuable, but Pres- 
sac’s annotations are now outdated. 
This book summarizes the most per- 
tinent research results on Auschwitz 
gained during the past 30 years. 
With many references to Pressac’s 
epic tome, it serves as an update and 
correction to it, whether you own an 
original hard copy of it, read it online, 
borrow it from a library, purchase a 
reprint, or are just interested in such 
a summary in general. 144 pages, 
b&w illustrations, bibliography. #42) 


The Chemistry of Auschwitz: The 
Technology and Toxicology of Zyklon 
B and the Gas Chambers — A Crime- 
Scene Investigation. By Germar Ru- 
dolf. This study documents forensic 
research on Auschwitz, where mate- 
rial traces reign supreme. Most of the 
claimed crime scenes — the claimed 
homicidal gas chambers — are still 
accessible to forensic examination 
to some degree. This book addresses 
questions such as: How were these gas 
chambers configured? How did they 
operate? In addition, the infamous 
Zyklon B is examined in detail. What 
exactly was it? How did it kill? Did it 
leave traces in masonry that can be 
found still today? Indeed, it should 
have, the author concludes, but sev- 
eral sets of analyses show no trace of 
it. The author also discusses in depth 
similar forensic research conducted 
by other scholars. 4th ed., 454 pages, 
more than 120 color and over 100 b&w 
illustrations, bibliography, index. (#2) 
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Auschwitz Lies: Legends, Lies and 
Prejudices on the Holocaust. By Carlo 
Mattogno and Germar Rudolf. The fal- 
lacious research and alleged “refuta- 
tion” of revisionist scholars by French 
biochemist G. Wellers (attacking 
Leuchter’s famous report, #16), Polish 
chemist Dr. J. Markiewicz and U.S. 
chemist Dr. Richard Green (taking on 
Rudolf’s chemical research), Dr. John 
Zimmerman (tackling Mattogno on 
cremation issues), Michael Shermer 
and Alex Grobman (trying to prove it 
all), as well as researchers Keren, Mc- 
Carthy and Mazal (who turned cracks 
into architectural features), are ex- 
posed for what they are: blatant and 
easily exposed political lies created to 
ostracize dissident historians. 4th ed., 
420 pages, b&w illustrations, index. 
(#18) 


Auschwitz: The Central Construc- 
tion Office. By Carlo Mattogno. When 
Russian authorities granted access to 
their archives in the early 1990s, the 
files of the Auschwitz Central Con- 
struction Office, stored in Moscow, 
attracted the attention of scholars 
researching the history of this camp. 
This important office was responsible 
for the planning and construction of 
the Auschwitz camp complex, includ- 
ing the crematories which are said to 
have contained the “gas chambers.” 
This study sheds light into this hith- 
erto hidden aspect of this camp’s his- 
tory, but also provides a deep under- 
standing of the organization, tasks, 
and procedures of this office. 2nd ed., 
188 pages, b&w illustrations, glos- 
sary, index. (#13) 


Garrison and Headquarters Orders 
of the Auschwitz Camp. By Germar 
Rudolf and Ernst Bohm. A large num- 
ber of the orders issued by the various 
commanders of the Auschwitz Camp 
have been preserved. They reveal 
the true nature of the camp with all 
its daily events. There is not a trace 
in them pointing at anything sinister 
going on. Quite to the contrary, many 
orders are in insurmountable contra- 
diction to claims that prisoners were 
mass murdered, such as the children 
of SS men playing with inmates, SS 
men taking friends for a sight-seeing 
tour through the camp, or having a ro- 
mantic stroll with their lovers around 
the camp grounds. This is a selection 
of the most pertinent of these orders 
together with comments putting them 
into their proper historical context. 
185 pages, b&w ill., bibl., index (#34) 


Special Treatment in Auschwitz: Ori- 
gin and Meaning of a Term. By Carlo 
Mattogno. When appearing in Ger- 
man wartime documents, terms like 
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“special treatment,” “special action,” 
and others have been interpreted as 
code words for mass murder. But that 
is not always true. This study focuses 
on documents about Auschwitz, show- 
ing that, while “special” had many 
different meanings, not a single one 
meant “execution.” Hence the prac- 
tice of deciphering an alleged “code 
language” by assigning homicidal 
meaning to harmless documents — a 
key component of mainstream histori- 
ography — is untenable. 2nd ed., 166 
pages, b&w illustrations, bibliogra- 
phy, index. (#10) 


Healthcare at Auschwitz. By Carlo 
Mattogno. In extension of the above 
study on Special Treatment in Ausch- 
witz, this study proves the extent to 
which the German authorities at 
Auschwitz tried to provide health care 
for the inmates. Part 1 of this book an- 
alyzes the inmates’ living conditions 
and the various sanitary and medical 
measures implemented. It documents 
the vast construction efforts to build 
a huge inmate hospital insinde the 
Auschwity-Birkenau Camp. Part 2 
explores what happened to registered 
inmates who were “selected” or sub- 
ject to “special treatment” while dis- 
abled or sick. This study shows that 
a lot was tried to cure these inmates, 
especially under the aegis of Garri- 
son Physician Dr. Wirths. Part 3 is 
dedicated to this very Dr. Wirths. The 
reality of this caring philanthropist 
refutes the current stereotype of SS 
officers. 398 pages, b&w illustrations, 
bibliography, index. (#33) 


Debunking the Bunkers of Auschwitz: 
Black Propaganda vs. History. By 
Carlo Mattogno. The “bunkers” at 
Auschwitz-Birkenau, two former 
farmhouses just outside the camp’s 
perimeter, are claimed to have been 
the first homicidal gas chambers at 
Auschwitz specifically equipped for 
this purpose. They supposedly went 
into operation during the first half 
of 1942, with thousands of Jews sent 
straight from deportation trains to 
these “gas chambers.” However, doc- 
uments clearly show that all inmates 
sent to Auschwity during that time 
were properly admitted to the camp. 
No mass murder on arrival can have 
happened. With the help of other war- 
time files as well as air photos taken 
by Allied reconnaissance aircraft in 
1944, this study shows that these 
homicidal “bunkers” never existed, 
how the rumors about them evolved 
as black propaganda created by re- 
sistance groups in the camp, and how 
this propaganda was transformed into 
a false reality by “historians.” 2nd ed., 
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292 pages, b&w ill., bibliography, in- 
dex. (#11) 


Auschwitz: The First Gassing. Rumor 
and Reality. By Carlo Mattogno. The 
first gassing in Auschwitz is claimed 
to have occurred on Sept. 3, 1941 in 
a basement. The accounts report- 
ing it are the archetypes for all later 
gassing accounts. This study ana- 
lyzes all available sources about this 
alleged event. It shows that these 
sources contradict each other about 
the event’s location, date, the kind of 
victims and their number, and many 
more aspects, which makes it impos- 
sible to extract a consistent story. 
Original wartime documents inflict 
a final blow to this legend and prove 
without a shadow of a doubt that this 
legendary event never happened. 4th 
ed., 262 pages, b&w illustrations, bib- 
lography, index. (#20) 


Auschwitz: Crematorium I and the 
Alleged Homicidal Gassings. By 
Carlo Mattogno. The morgue of Cre- 
matorium I in Auschwitz is said to 
be the first homicidal gas chamber 
there. This study analyzes witness 
statements and hundreds of wartime 
documents to accurately write a his- 
tory of that building. Where witnesses 
speak of gassings, they are either very 
vague or, if specific, contradict one an- 
other and are refuted by documented 
and material facts. The author also 
exposes the fraudulent attempts of 
mainstream historians to convert 
the witnesses’ black propaganda into 
“truth” by means of selective quotes, 
omissions, and distortions. Mattogno 
proves that this building’s morgue 
was never a homicidal gas chamber, 
nor could it have worked as such. 2nd 
ed., 152 pages, b&w illustrations, bib- 
hography, index. (#21) 

Auschwitz: Open-Air Incinerations. By 
Carlo Mattogno. In 1944, 400,000 Hun- 
garian Jews were deported to Ausch- 
witz and allegedly murdered in gas 
chambers. The camp crematoria were 
unable to cope with so many corpses. 
Therefore, every single day thousands 
of corpses are claimed to have been in- 
cinerated on huge pyres lit in trenches. 
The sky was filled with thick smoke, if 
we believe witnesses. This book exam- 
ines many testimonies regarding these 
incinerations and establishes whether 
these claims were even possible. Using 
air photos, physical evidence and war- 
time documents, the author shows that 
these claims are fiction. A new Appen- 
dix contains 3 papers on groundwater 
levels and cattle mass burnings. 2nd 
ed., 202 pages, b&w illustrations, bib- 
lography, index. (#17) 


The Cremation Furnaces_of Ausch- 
witz. By Carlo Mattogno & Franco 
Deana. An exhaustive study of the 
early history and technology of crema- 
tion in general and of the cremation 
furnaces of Auschwitz in particular. 
On a vast base of technical literature, 
extant wartime documents and mate- 
rial traces, the authors establish the 
nature and capacity of these cremation 
furnaces, showing that these devices 
were inferior makeshift versions, and 
that their capacity was lower than 
normal. The Auschwitz crematoria 
were not facilities of mass destruction, 
but installations barely managing to 
handle the victims among the inmates 
who died of various epidemics. 2nd 
ed., 3 vols., 1201 pages, b&w and color 
illustrations (vols 2 & 3), bibliogra- 
phy, index, glossary. (#24) 


Curated Lies: The Auschwitz Muse- 
um’s Misrepresentations, Distortions 
and Deceptions. By Carlo Mattogno. 
Revisionist research results have put 
the Polish Auschwitz Museum under 
enormous pressure to answer this 
challenge. They've answered. This 
book analyzes their answer. It first ex- 
poses the many tricks and lies used by 
the museum to bamboozle millions of 
visitors every year regarding its most 
valued asset, the “gas chamber” in the 
Main Camp. Next, it reveals how the 
museum’s historians mislead and lie 
through their teeth about documents 
in their archives. A long string of 
completely innocuous documents is 
mistranslated and misrepresented 
to make it look like they prove the 
existence of homicidal gas chambers. 
2nd ed., 259 pages, b&w illustra- 
tions, bibliography, index. (#38) 


Deliveries of Coke, Wood and Zyk- (jy 
lon B to Auschwitz: Neither Proof 
Nor Trace for the Holocaust. By Car- 
lo Mattogno. Researchers from the 
Auschwitz Museum tried to prove 
the reality of mass extermination by 
pointing to documents about deliver- 
ies of wood and coke as well as Zyk- 
lon B to the Auschwitz Camp. If put 
into the actual historical and techni- 
cal context, however, as is done by 
this study, these documents prove the 
exact opposite of what those orthodox 
researchers claim. This study exposes 
the mendacious tricks with which 
these museum officials once more de- 
ceive the trusting public. 184 pages, 
b&w illust., bibl., index. (#40) 


Mis-Chronicling Auschwitz. Danu- 
ta_Czech’s Flawed Methods, Lies 
and Deceptions in Her “Auschwitz 
Chronicle”, By Carlo Mattogno. The 
Auschwitz Chronicle is a reference 
book for the history of the Auschwitz 
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Camp. It was published in 1990 by 
Danuta Czech, one of the Auschwitz 
Museum’s most prolific and impact- 
ful historians. Analyzing this almost 
1,000-page long tome one entry at a 
time, Mattogno has compiled a long 
list of misrepresentations, outright 
lies and deceptions contained in it. 
They all aim at creating the oth- 
erwise unsubstantiated claim that 
homicidal gas chambers and lethal 
injections were used at Auschwitz for 
mass-murdering inmates. This liter- 
ary mega-fraud needs to be retired 
from the ranks of Auschwitz sources. 
324 pages, b&w illust., bibliography, 
index. (#47) 


The Real Auschwitz Chronicle. By 
Carlo Mattogno. Nagging is easy. We 
actually did a better job! That which 
is missing in Czech’s Chronicle is 
included here: day after day of the 
camp’s history, documents are pre- 
sented showing that it could not have 
been an extermination camp: tens 
of thousands of sick and injured in- 
mates were cared for medically with 
huge efforts, and the camp authori- 
ties tried hard to improve the initial- 
ly catastrophic hygienic conditions. 
Part Two contains data on trans- 
ports, camp occupancy and mortality 
figures. For the first time, we find out 
what this camps’ real death toll was. 
2 vols., 906 pp., b&w illustrations 
(Vol. 2), bibliography, index. (#48) 


Politics of Slave Labor: The Fate of 
the Jews Deported from Hungary 
and the Lodz Ghetto in 1944, By 
Carlo Mattogno. The deportation of 
the Hungarian Jews to Auschwitz in 
May-July 1944 is said to have been 
the pinnacle of this camp’s extermi- 
nation frenzy, topped off in August 
of that year by the extermination of 
Jews deported from the Lodz Ghetto. 
This book gathers and explains all 
the evidence available on both events. 
In painstaking research, the author 
proves almost on a person-by-person 
level what the fate was of many of the 
Jews deported from Hungary or the 
Lodz Ghetto. He demonstrates that 
these Jews were deported to serve 
as slave laborers in the Third Reich’s 
collapsing war economy. There is no 
trace of any extermination of any of 
these Jews. 338 pp., b&w illust., bib- 
liography, index. (#51) 


SECTION FOUR: 
Witness Critique 


camp autobiography Night. The au- 
thor proves that much of what Wiesel 
claims can never have happened. It 
shows how Zionist control has al- 
lowed Wiesel and his fellow extrem- 
ists to force leaders of many nations, 
the U.N. and even popes to genuflect 
before Wiesel as symbolic acts of sub- 
ordination to World Jewry, while at 
the same time forcing school children 
to submit to Holocaust brainwashing. 
This study also shows how parallel to 
this abuse of power, critical reactions 
to it also increased: Holocaust revi- 
sionism. While Catholics jumped on 
the Holocaust band wagon, the num- 
ber of Jews rejecting certain aspect of 
the Holocaust narrative and its abuse 
grew as well. This first unauthorized 
biography of Wiesel exposes both his 
personal deceits and the whole myth 
of “the six million.” 8rd ed., 458 pages, 
b&w _ illustration, bibliography, index. 
(#80) 


Auschwitz: Eyewitness Reports and 
Perpetrator Confessions. By Jiir- 
gen Graf. The traditional narrative 
of what transpired at the infamous 
Auschwitz camp during WWII rests 
almost exclusively on witness testi- 
mony from former inmates as well as 
erstwhile camp officials. This study 
critically scrutinizes the 30 most im- 
portant of these witness statements 
by checking them for internal coher- 
ence, and by comparing them with 
one another as well as with other 
evidence such as wartime documents, 
air photos, forensic research results, 
and material traces. The result is 
devastating for the traditional nar- 
rative. 372 pages, b&w illust., bibl., 
index. (#36) 


Commandant of Auschwitz: Rudolf 
Héss, His Torture and His Forced 
Confessions. By Carlo Mattogno & 
Rudolf Hoss. From 1940 to 1943, Ru- 
dolf Héss was the commandant of the 
infamous Auschwitz Camp. After the 
war, he was captured by the British. 
In the following 13 months until his 
execution, he made 85 depositions of 
various kinds in which he confessed 
his involvement in the “Holocaust.” 
This study first reveals how the Brit- 
ish tortured him to extract various 
“confessions.” Next, all of Héss’s de- 
positions are analyzed by checking 
his claims for internal consistency 
and comparing them with established 
historical facts. The results are eye- 
opening... 2nd ed., 411 pages, b&w 
illust., bibliography, index. (#35) 


Elie Wiesel, Saint of the Holocaust: 
A Critical Biography. By Warren B. 
Routledge. This book analyzes sev- 
eral of Wiesel’s texts, foremost his 


An _ Auschwitz Doctor’s _Eyewit- 
ness Account: The Tall Tales of Dr. 
Mengele’s Assistant Analyzed. By 
Miklos Nyiszli & Carlo Mattogno. 


Nyiszl, a Hungarian physician, 
ended up at Auschwitz in 1944 as Dr. 
Mengele’s assistant. After the war he 
wrote a book and several other writ- 
ings describing what he claimed to 
have experienced. To this day some 
traditional historians take his ac- 
counts seriously, while others reject 
them as grotesque lies and exaggera- 
tions. This study presents and ana- 
lyzes Nyiszli’s writings and skillfully 
separates truth from fabulous fabri- 
cation. 2nd ed., 484 pages, b&w illus- 
trations, bibliography, index. (#37) 


Rudolf Reder versus Kurt Gerstein: 
Two False Testimonies on the Belzec 
Camp Analyzed. By Carlo Mattogno. 
Only two witnesses have ever testi- 
fied substantially about the alleged 
Belzec Extermination Camp: The 
survivor Rudolf Reder and the SS 
officer Kurt Gerstein. Gerstein’s 
testimonies have been a hotspot of 
revisionist critique for decades. It 
is now discredited even among or- 
thodox historians. They use Reder’s 
testimony to fill the void, yet his 
testimonies are just as absurd. This 
study thoroughly scrutinizes Reder’s 
various statements, critically revisits 
Gerstein’s various depositions, and 
then compares these two testimonies 
which are at once similar in some 
respects, but incompatible in others. 
216 pages, b&w illust., bibliography, 
index. (#43) 
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Sonderkommando Auschwitz II: The 
False Testimonies by Henryk Tauber 
and Szlama Dragon. By Carlo Mat- 
togno. Auschwitz survivor and former 
member of the so-called “Sonderkom- 
mando” Henryk Tauber is one of the 
most important witnesses about the 
alleged gas chambers inside the cre- 
matoria at Auschwitz, because right 
at the war’s end, he made several ex- 
tremely detailed depositions about it. 
The same is true for Szlama Dragon, 
only he claims to have worked at the 
so-called “bunkers” of Birkenau, two 
makeshift gas chambers just out- 
side the camp perimeter. This study 
thoroughly scrutinizes these two key 
testimonies. 254 pages, b&w illust., 
bibliography, index. (#45) 


Sonderkommando _ Auschwitz _ IIT: 
They Wept Crocodile Tears. A Criti- 
cal Analysis of Late Witness Tes- 
timonies. By Carlo Mattogno. This 
book focuses on the critical analysis 
of witness testimonies on the alleged 
Auschwitz gas chambers recorded 
or published in the 1990s and early 
2000s, such as J. Sackar, A. Dragon, 
J. Gabai, S. Chasan, L. Cohen and S. 
Venezia, among others. 232 pages, 
b&w illust., bibliography, index. 
(#46) 


Auschwitz Engineers in Moscow: The 
Soviet Postwar Interrogations of the 
Auschwitz Cremation-Furnace Engi- 


Eyewitness Testimonies Analyzed. 


neers. By Carlo Mattogno and Jiir- 


By Carlo Mattogno. The 1979 book 
Auschwitz Inferno by alleged former 
Auschwitz “Sonderkommando” mem- 
ber Filip Miller has a great influ- 
ence on the perception of Auschwitz 
by the public and by historians. This 
book critically analyzes Miiller’s var- 
ious post-war statements, which are 
full of exaggerations, falsehoods and 
plagiarized text passages. Also scru- 
tinized are the testimonies of eight 
other claimed former Sonderkom- 
mando members: D. Paisikovic, 
S. Jankowski, H. Mandelbaum, L. 
Nagraba, J. Rosenblum, A. Pilo, D. 
Fliamenbaum and 8. Karolinskij. 
304 pages, b&w illust., bibliography, 
index. (#44) 


gen Graf. After the war, the Soviets 
arrested four leading engineers of the 
Topf Company. Among other things, 
they had planned and supervised the 
construction of the Auschwitz crema- 
tion furnaces and the ventilation sys- 
tems of the rooms said to have served 
as homicidal gas chambers. Between 
1946 and 1948, Soviet officials con- 
ducted numerous interrogations 
with them. This work analyzes them 
by putting them into the context of 
the vast documentation on these 
and related facilities. The appendix 
contains all translated interrogation 
protocols. 254 pages, b&w illust., bib- 
liography, index. (#52) 


For current prices and availability, and to learn more, go 
to www.HolocaustHandbooks.com — for example by simply 
scanning the QR code on the right. 
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Three decades of unflagging archival 
and forensic research by the world’s 
most knowledgable, courageous and 
prodigious Holocaust scholars have | 
finally coalesced into a reference 

book that makes all this knowledge 


readily accessible to everyone: 


HOLOCAUST ENCYCLOPEDIA 


uncensored and unconstrained 


Available as paperback or hardcover, b&w or color, 634 pages, 
8.5”x11"; as eBook (ePub or PDF) and eBook + audio (ePub + 


mp3); more than 350 illustrations in 579 entries; introduction, 
bibliography, index. Online at www.NukeBook.org 


We all know the basics of “The Holo- 
caust.” But what about the details? 
Websites and printed encyclopedias 
can help us there. Take the 4-volume 
encyclopedia by Israel’s Yad Vashem 
Center: The Encyclopedia of the Ho- 
locaust (1990). For every significant 
crime scene, it presents a condensed 
narrative of Israel’s finest Holocaust 
scholars. However, it contains not one 
entry about witnesses and their sto- 
ries, even though they are the founda- 
tion of our knowledge. When a murder 
is committed, the murder weapon and 
the crime’s traces are of crucial impor- 
tance. Yet Yad Vashem’s encyclopedia 
has no entries explaining scientific 
findings on these matters — not one. 

This is where the present encyclope- 
dia steps in. It not only summarizes 
and explains the many pieces that 
make up the larger Holocaust picture. 
It also reveals the evidence that con- 
firms or contradicts certain notions. 
Nearly 300 entries present the es- 
sence of important witness accounts, 
and they are subjected to source criti- 
cism. This enables us to decide which 
witness claims are credible. 

For all major crime scenes, the 
sometimes-conflicting claims are pre- 
sented. We learn how our knowledge 
has changed over time, and what evi- 
dence shores up the currently valid 


narrative of places such as Auschwitz, 
Belzec, Sobibor, Treblinka, Dachau 
and Bergen-Belsen and many more. 

Other entries discuss tools and 
mechanisms allegedly used for the 
mass murders, and how the crimes’ 
traces were erased, if at all. A few 
entries discuss toxicological issues 
surrounding the various lethal gases 
claimed to have been used. 

This encyclopedia has multiple en- 
tries on some common claims about 
aspects of the Holocaust, including a 
list of “Who said it?” This way we can 
quickly find proof for these claims. 

Finally, several entries address fac- 
tors that have influenced the creation 
of the Holocaust narrative, and how 
we perceive it today. This includes 
entries on psychological warfare and 
wartime propaganda; on conditions 
prevailing during investigations and 
trials of alleged Holocaust perpetra- 
tors; on censorship against historical 
dissidents; on the religious dimension 
of the Holocaust narrative; and on mo- 
tives of all sides involved in creating 
and spreading their diverse Holocaust 
narratives. 

In this important volume, now with 
579 entries, you will discover many 
astounding aspects of the Holocaust 
narrative that you did not even know 
exist. 


Books ON History, THE HOLOCAUST AND FREE SPEECH 


On the next six pages, we list some of the books available from ARMREG that 
are not part of the series Holocaust Handbooks. For our current range of prod- 
ucts, visit our web store at www. ARMREG.co.uk. 


Inconvenient History, Annual Volumes 
1 through 15. For more than 15 years 
now, the revisionist online journal 
Inconvenient History has been the 
main publishing platform for authors 
of the revisionist school of historical 
thought. Inconvenient History seeks to 
maintain the true spirit of the histori- 
cal revisionist movement; a movement 
that was established primarily to fos- 
ter peace through an objective un- 
derstanding of the causes of modern 
warfare. After a long absence from the 
print-book market, we are finally put- 
ting all volumes back in print. Various 
page ranges, pb, 6”x9”, illustrated. 


The Holocaust: An Introduction. By 
Thomas Dalton. The Holocaust was 
perhaps the greatest crime of the 20th 
Century. Six million Jews, we are 
told, died by gassing, shooting, and 
deprivation. But: Where did the six- 
million figure come from? How, exact- 
ly, did the gas chambers work? Why 
do we have so little physical evidence 
from major death camps? Why haven’t 
we found even a fraction of the six mil- 
lion bodies, or their ashes? Why has 
there been so much media suppres- 
sion and governmental censorship on 
this topic? In a sense, the Holocaust is 
the greatest murder mystery in histo- 
ry. It is a topic of greatest importance 
for the present day. Let’s explore the 
evidence, and see where it leads. 128 
pp. pb, 6”x9”, ill., bibl., index. 


Auschwitz: A Three-Quarter Century 
of Propaganda: Origins, Development 
and Decline of the “Gas Chamber” Pro- 
paganda Lie. By Carlo Mattogno. Wild 
rumors were circulating about Aus- 
chwitz during WWII: Germans test- 
ing war gases; mass murder in elec- 
trocution chambers, with gas showers 
or pneumatic hammers; living people 
sent on conveyor belts into furnaces; 
grease and soap made of the victims. 
Nothing of it was true. When the Sovi- 
ets captured Auschwitz in early 1945, 
they reported that 4 million inmates 
were killed on electrocution conveyor 
belts discharging their load directly 
into furnaces. That wasn’t true ei- 
ther. After the war, “witnesses” and 
“experts” added more claims: mass 


murder with gas bombs, 
gas chambers made of 
canvas; crematoria burn- 
ing 400 million victims... 
Again, none of it was true. 
This book gives an over- 
view of the many rumors 
and lies about Auschwitz 
today rejected as untrue, 
and exposes the ridiculous 
methods that turned some 
claims into “history,” although they 
are just as untrue. 125 pp. pb, 6”x9”, 
ill., bibl., index, b&w ill. 


Auschwitz: A Judge Looks at the Evi- 
dence. By Wilhelm Staglich. Ausch- 
witz is the epicenter of the Holocaust, 
where more people are said to have 
been murdered than anywhere else. 
The most important evidence for this 
claim was presented during two trials: 
the International Military Tribunal of 
1945/46, and the German Auschwitz 
Trial of 1963-1965. In this book, 
Wilhelm Staglich, a former German 
judge, reveals the incredibly scandal- 
ous way in which Allied victors and 
German courts bent and broke the law 
in order to come to politically foregone 
conclusions. Staglich also exposes the 
superficial way in which historians 
are dealing with the many incongrui- 
ties and discrepancies of the historical 
record. 3rd edition 2015, 422 pp. pb, 
6°x9", b&w ill. 


Hilberg’s Giant with Feet of Clay. By 
Jurgen Graf. Raul Hilberg’s major 
work The Destruction of the European 
Jews is generally considered the stan- 
dard work on the Holocaust. The criti- 
cal reader might ask: what evidence 
does Hilberg provide to back his the- 
sis that there was a German plan to 
exterminate Jews, to be carried out 
in the legendary gas chambers? And 
what evidence supports his estimate 
of 5.1 million Jewish victims? Jtirgen 
Graf applies the methods of critical 
analysis to Hilberg’s evidence, and ex- 
amines the results in the light of revi- 
sionist historiography. The results of 
Graf's critical analysis are devastat- 
ing for Hilberg. Graf’s analysis is the 
first comprehensive and systematic 
examination of the leading spokes- 
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person for the orthodox version of the 
Jewish fate during the Third Reich. 
8rd edition 2022, 182 pp. pb, 6“x9%, 
b&w ill. 


Exactitude: Festschrift for Prof. Dr. 
Robert Faurisson. By R.H. Countess, 
C. Lindtner, G. Rudolf (eds.)_Fauris- 
son probably deserves the title of the 
most-courageous intellectual of the 
20th and the early 21st Century. With 
bravery and steadfastness, he chal- 
lenged the dark forces of historical 
and political fraud with his unrelent- 
ing exposure of their lies and hoaxes 
surrounding the orthodox Holocaust 
narrative. This book describes and 
celebrates the man and his work dedi- 
cated to accuracy and marked by in- 
submission. 146 pp. pb, 6”x9”, b&w ill. 


Auschwitz — Forensically Examined. 
By Cyrus Cox. Modern forensic crime- 
scene investigations can reveal a lot 
about the Holocaust. There are many 
big tomes about this. But if you want 
it all in a nutshell, read this book- 
let. It condenses the most-important 
findings of Auschwitz forensics into 
a quick and easy read. In the first 
section, the forensic investigations 
conducted so far are reviewed. In the 
second section, the most-important re- 
sults of these studies are summarized. 
The main arguments focus on two top- 
ics. The first centers around the poi- 
son allegedly used at Auschwitz for 
mass murder: Zyklon B. Did it leave 
any traces in masonry where it was 
used? Can it be detected to this day? 
The second topic deals with mass cre- 
mations. Did the crematoria of Ausch- 
witz have the claimed huge capacity? 
Do air photos taken during the war 
confirm witness statements on huge 
smoking pyres? This book gives the 
answers, together with many refer- 
ences to source material and further 
reading. The third section reports on 
how the establishment has reacted to 
these research results. 2nd ed., 128 
pp. pb., b&w ill, bibl., index. 


Ulysses’s Lie. By Paul Rassiner. Ho- 
locaust revisionism began with this 
book: Frenchman Rassinier, a pacifist 
and socialist, was sent first to Buchen- 
wald Camp in 1944, then to Dora-Mit- 
telbau. Here he reports from his own 
experience how the prisoners turned 
each other’s imprisonment into hell 
without being forced to do so. In the 
second part, Rassinier analyzes the 


books of former fellow prisoners, and 
shows how they lied and distorted in 
order to hide their complicity. First 
complete English edition, including 
Rassinier’s prologue, Albert Paraz’s 
preface, and press reviews. 270 pp, 
6”x9” pb, bibl, index. 

The Second Babylonian Captivity: FESTSCHRIFT FOR 

The Fate of the Jews in Eastern Eu- ROBERT FAURISSON 
rope since 1941, By Steffen Werner. |__| 
“But if they were not murdered, where 
did the six million deported Jews end 
up?” This objection demands a well- 
founded response. While researching 
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an entirely different topic, Werner AUSCHWITZ 
stumbled upon uliar di i 

pon peculiay demographic FORENSICALLY 
data of Belorussia. Years of research EXAMINED 


subsequently revealed more evidence 
which eventually allowed him to 
propose: The Third Reich did indeed 
deport many of the Jews of Europe 
to Eastern Europe in order to settle 
them there “in the swamp.” This book 
shows what really happened to the 
Jews deported to the East by the Na- 
tional Socialists, how they have fared 
since. It provides context for hitherto- 
obscure historical events and obviates 
extreme claims such as genocide and 
gas chambers. With a preface by Ger- 
mar Rudolf. 190 pp. pb, 6”x9”, b&w 
ill., bibl., index 

Holocaust Skepticism: 20 Questions 
and Answers about Holocaust Revi- 
sionism. By Germar Rudolf. This 15- 
page brochure introduces the novice 
to the concept of Holocaust revision- 
ism, and answers 20 tough questions, 
among them: What does Holocaust 
revisionism claim? Why should I take 
Holocaust revisionism more seriously 
than the claim that the earth is flat? 
How about the testimonies by survi- 
vors and confessions by perpetrators? 
What about the pictures of corpse piles 
in the camps? Why does it matter how 
many Jews were killed by the Nazis, 
since even 1,000 would have been too 
many? ... Glossy full-color brochure. 
PDF file free of charge available at 
www.armreg.co.uk. This item is not 
copyright-protected. Hence, you can 
do with it whatever you want: down- 
load, post, email, print, multiply, 
hand out, sell, drop it accidentally in 


a bookstore... 19 pp., 8.5“x11“, full- Holocaust 

color throughout. Skepticism 
Tf Quemecions asc Ameen 
aboot Hclocauet Revert 


Bungled: “Denying the Holocaust” 
How Deborah Lipstadt Botched Her by 
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ing Assault on Truth and Memory. By 
Germar Rudolf. With her book Deny- 
ing the Holocaust, Deborah Lipstadt 
tried to show the flawed methods 
and extremist motives of “Holocaust 
deniers.” This book demonstrates 
that Dr. Lipstadt clearly has neither 
understood the principles of science 
and scholarship, nor has she any clue 
about the historical topics she is writ- 
ing about. She misquotes, mistrans- 
lates, misrepresents, misinterprets, 
and makes a plethora of wild claims 
without backing them up with any- 
thing. Rather than dealing thoroughly 
with factual arguments, Lipstadt’s 
book is full of ad hominem attacks 
on her opponents. It is an exercise 
in anti-intellectual pseudo-scientific 
arguments, an exhibition of ideologi- 
cal radicalism that rejects anything 
which contradicts its preset conclu- 
sions. F for FAIL. 2nd ed., 224 pp. pb, 
6”x9”, bibl., index, b&w ill. 


Bungled: “Denying History’. How M. 
Shermer and A. Grobman Botched 
Their Attempt to Refute Those Who 
Say the Holocaust Never Happened. 
By Carolus Magnus (C. Mattogno). 
Skeptic Magazine editor Michael 
Shermer and Alex Grobman from the 
Simon Wiesenthal Center wrote a 
book claiming to be “a thorough and 
thoughtful answer to all the claims of 
the Holocaust deniers.” As this book 
shows, however, Shermer and Grob- 
man completely ignored almost all 
the “claims” made in the more than 
10,000 pages of more-recent cutting- 
edge revisionist archival and forensic 
research. Furthermore, they piled up 
a heap of falsifications, contortions, 
omissions and fallacious interpreta- 
tions of the evidence. Finally, what 
the authors claim to have demolished 
is not revisionism but a ridiculous 
parody of it. They ignored the known 
unreliability of their cherry-picked se- 
lection of evidence, utilized unverified 
and incestuous sources, and obscured 
the massive body of research and all 
the evidence that dooms their project 
to failure. 162 pp. pb, 6”x9”, bibl., in- 
dex, b&w ill. 

Bungled: “Debunking Holocaust De- 
nial Theories”. How James and Lance 
Morcan Botched Their Attempt to Af- 
firm the Historicity of the Nazi Geno- 
cide. By Carolus Magnus. The novel- 
ists and movie-makers James and 


Lance Morcan have produced a book 
“to end [Holocaust] denial once and for 
all” by disproving “the various argu- 
ments Holocaust deniers use to try to 
discredit wartime records.” It’s a lie. 
First, the Morcans completely ignored 
the vast amount of recent scholarly 
studies published by revisionists; they 
don’t even mention them. Instead, 
they engage in shadowboxing, creat- 
ing some imaginary, bogus “revision- 
ist” scarecrow which they then tear to 
pieces. In addition, their knowledge 
even of their own side’s source mate- 
rial is dismal, and the way they back 
up their misleading or false claims is 
pitifully inadequate. 144 pp. pb, 6”x9”, 
bibl., index, b&w ill. 


Stalin’s War of Extermination 1941- 
1945. By Joachim Hoffmann. A Ger- 
man government historian documents 
Stalin’s murderous war against the 
German army and the German people. 
Based on the author’s lifelong study of 
German and Russian military records, 
this book reveals the Red Army’s gris- 
ly record of atrocities against soldiers 
and civilians, as ordered by Stalin. 
Since the 1920s, Stalin planned to in- 
vade Western Europe to initiate the 
“World Revolution.” He prepared an 
attack which was unparalleled in his- 
tory. The Germans noticed Stalin’s ag- 
gressive intentions, but they underes- 
timated the strength of the Red Army. 
What unfolded was the cruelest war 
in history. This book shows how Stalin 
and his Bolshevik henchman used un- 
imaginable violence and atrocities to 
break any resistance in the Red Army 
and to force their unwilling soldiers to 
fight against the Germans. The book 
explains how Soviet propagandists 
incited their soldiers to unlimited ha- 
tred against everything German, and 
he gives the reader a short but ex- 
tremely unpleasant glimpse into what 
happened when these Soviet soldiers 
finally reached German soil in 1945: A 
gigantic wave of looting, arson, rape, 
torture, and mass murder... 428 pp. 
pb, 6“x9“, bibl., index, b&w ill. 

Who Started World War II: Truth for 
a War-Torn World. By Udo Walendy. 
For seven decades, mainstream his- 
torians have insisted that Germany 
was the main, if not the sole culprit 
for unleashing World War II in Eu- 
rope. In the present book this myth 
is refuted. There is available to the 
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public today a great number of docu- 
ments on the foreign policies of the 
Great Powers before September 1939 
as well as a wealth of literature in the 
form of memoirs of the persons direct- 
ly involved in the decisions that led 
to the outbreak of World War II. To- 
gether, they made possible Walendy’s 
present mosaic-like reconstruction of 
the events before the outbreak of the 
war in 1939. This book has been pub- 
lished only after an intensive study of 
sources, taking the greatest care to 
minimize speculation and inference. 
The present edition has been translat- 
ed completely anew from the German 
original and has been slightly revised. 
500 pp. pb, 6”x9”, index, bibl., b&w ill. 


The Day Amazon Murdered Free 
Speech. By Germar Rudolf. Amazon is 
the world’s biggest book retailer. They 
dominate the U.S. and several foreign 
markets. Pursuant to the 1998 decla- 
ration of Amazon’s founder Jeff Bezos 
to offer “the good, the bad and the 
ugly,” customers once could buy every 
title that was in print and was legal to 
sell. However, in early 2017, a series 
of anonymous bomb threats against 
Jewish community centers occurred in 
the U.S., fueling a campaign by Jew- 
ish groups to coax Amazon into ban- 
ning revisionist writings. On March 
6, 2017, Amazon caved in and banned 
more than 100 books with dissenting 
viewpoints on the Holocaust. In April 
2017, an Israeli Jew was arrested for 
having placed the fake bomb threats. 
But Amazon kept its new censorship 
policy: They next culled any literature 
critical of Jews or Judaism; then they 
enforced these bans at all its subsidia- 
ries, such as AbeBooks and The Book 
Depository; then they banned books 
other pressure groups don’t like; fi- 
nally, they bullied Ingram, who has a 
book-distribution monopoly in the US, 
to enforce the same rules by banning 
from the entire world-wide book mar- 
ket all books Amazon doesn’t like... 
3rd ed., 158 pp. pb, 6”x9”, bibl., color 
illustrations throughout. 


The First Ziindel Trial: The Tran- 
script. In the early 1980s, Ernst Ziin- 
del, a German living in Toronto, was 
indicted for allegedly spreading “false 
news’ by selling copies of Harwood’s 
brochure Did Six Million Really Die?, 
which challenged the accuracy of the 
orthodox Holocaust narrative. When 


the case went to court in 1985, so- 
called Holocaust experts and “eyewit- 
nesses” of the alleged homicidal gas 
chambers at Auschwitz were cross-ex- 
amined for the first time in history by 
a competent and skeptical legal team. 
The results were absolutely devastat- 
ing for the Holocaust orthodoxy. For 
decades, these mind-boggling trial 
transcripts were hidden from pub- 
lic view. Now, for the first time, they 
have been published in print in this 
new book — unabridged and unedited. 
820 pp. pb, 8.5“x11“ 


The Holocaust on Trial: The Second 
Trial against Ernst Ziindel 1988. By 
Ernst Ziindel. In 1988, the appeal 
trial of Ernst Ziindel for “knowingly 
spreading false news about the Holo- 
caust” took place in Toronto. This book 
is introduced by a brief autobiographic 
summary of Ziindel’s early life, and an 
overview of the evidence introduced 
during the First Ziindel Trial. This is 
followed by a detailed summary of the 
testimonies of all the witnesses who 
testified during the Second Ziindel 
Trial. This was the most-comprehen- 
sive and -competent argument ever 
fought in a court of law over the Holo- 
caust. The arguments presented have 


fueled revisionism like no other event | 
before, in particular Fred Leuchter’s | 
expert report on the gas chambers | 


of Auschwitz and Majdanek, and the 
testimony of British historian David 
Irving. Critically annotated edition 
with a foreword by Germar Rudolf. 
410 pp. pb, 6“x9“, index. 


The Second Ztindel Trial: Excerpts 
from the Transcript. By Barbara Ku- 
laszka (ed.). In contrast to Ernst Ziin- 
del’s book The Holocaust on Trial (see 
earlier description), this book focuses 
entirely on the Second Ziindel Trial by 
exclusively quoting, paraphrasing and 
summarizing the entire trial tran- 
script... 498 pp. pb, 8.5“x11“, bibl., 
index, b&w ill. 


Resistance Is Obligatory! By Germar 
Rudolf. In 2005, Rudolf, dissident 
publisher of revisionist literature, 
was kidnapped by the U.S. govern- 
ment and deported to Germany. There 
a a show trial was staged. Rudolf was 
not permitted to defend his histori- 
cal opinions. Yet he defended himself 


anyway: Rudolf gave a 7-day speech- | 
proving that only the revisionists are | 


scholarly in their approach, whereas 
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the Holocaust orthodoxy is merely 
pseudo-scientific. He then explained 
why it is everyone’s obligation to re- 
sist, without violence, a government 
which throws peaceful dissidents 
into dungeons. When Rudolf tried to 
publish his defence speech as a book, 
the public prosecutor initiated a new 
criminal investigation against him. 
After his probation time ended in 
2011, he dared publish this speech 
anyway... 2nd ed. 2016, 378 pp. pb, 
6°x9", b&w ill. 


Hunting Germar Rudolf: Essays on a 
Modern-Day Witch Hunt. By Germar 
Rudolf. German-born revisionist ac- 
tivist, author and publisher Germar 
Rudolf describes which events made 
him convert from a Holocaust believer 
to a Holocaust skeptic, quickly rising 
to a leading personality within the 
revisionist movement. This in turn 
unleashed a tsunami of persecution 
against him: lost his job, denied his 
PhD exam, destruction of his family, 
driven into exile, slandered by the 
mass media, literally hunted, caught, 
put on a show trial where filing mo- 
tions to introduce evidence is illegal 
under the threat of further prosecu- 
tion, and finally locked up in prison 
for years for nothing else than his 
peaceful yet controversial scholarly 
writings. In several essays, Rudolf 
takes the reader on a journey through 
an absurd world of government and 
societal persecution which most of us 
could never even fathom actually ex- 
ists in a “Western democracy”... 304 
pp. pb, 6“x9“, bibl., index, b&w ill. 


The Book of the Shulchan Aruch. 
By Erich Bischoff. Most people have 
heard of the Talmud-that compendi- 
um of Jewish laws. The Talmud, how- 
ever, is vast and largely inscrutable. 
Fortunately, back in the mid-1500s, a 
Jewish rabbi created a condensed ver- 
sion of it: the Shulchan Aruch. A fair 
number of passages in it discuss non- 
Jews. The laws of Judaism hold Gen- 
tiles in very low regard; they can be 
cheated, lied to, abused, even killed, if 
it serves Jewish interests. Bischoff, an 
expert in Jewish religious law, wrote 
a summary and analysis of this book. 
He shows us many dark corners of the 
Jewish religion. 152 pp. pb, 6”x9”. 


Hitler’s Revolution: Ideology, Social 
Programs, Foreign Affairs. By Rich- 
ard Tedor. Defying all boycotts, Adolf 


Hitler transformed Germany from a 
bankrupt state to the powerhouse of 
Europe within just four years, thus 
becoming Germany’s most popular 
leader ever. How was this possible? 
This study tears apart the dense web 
of calumny surrounding this contro- 
versial figure. It draws on nearly 200 
published German sources, many 
from the Nazi era, as well as docu- 
ments from British, U.S., and Soviet 
archives that describe not only what 
Hitler did but, more importantly, why 
he did it. These sourcs also reveal the 
true war objectives of the democracies 
—a taboo subject for orthodox histo- 
rlans — and the resulting world war 
against Germany. This book is aimed 
at anyone who feels that something is 
missing from conventional accounts. 
2nd ed., 309 pp. pb, 6”x9”, index, bibl. 


Hitler on the Jews. By Thomas Dalton. 
That Adolf Hitler spoke out against 
the Jews is beyond obvious. But of the 
thousands of books and articles writ- 
ten on Hitler, virtually none quotes 
Hitler’s exact words on the Jews. The 
reason for this is clear: Those in po- 
sitions of influence have incentives to 
present a simplistic picture of Hitler 
as a blood-thirsty tyrant. However, 
Hitler’s take on the Jews is far more 
complex and sophisticated. In this 
book, for the first time, you can make 
up your own mind by reading nearly 
every idea that Hitler put forth about 
the Jews, in considerable detail and in 
full context. This is the first book ever 
to compile his remarks on the Jews. 
As you will discover, Hitler’s analysis 
of the Jews, though hostile, is erudite, 
detailed, and — surprise, surprise — 
largely aligns with events of recent 
decades. There are many lessons here 
for the modern-day world to learn. 200 
pp. pb, 6x9”, index, bibl. 


Goebbels on the Jews. By Thomas 
Dalton. From the age of 26 until his 
death in 1945, Joseph Goebbels kept a 
near-daily diary. It gives us a detailed 
look at the attitudes of one of the 
highest-ranking men in Nazi Germa- 
ny. Goebbels shared Hitler’s dislike of 
the Jews, and likewise wanted them 
removed from the Reich. Ultimately, 
Goebbels and others sought to remove 
the Jews completely from Europe— 
perhaps to the island of Madagascar. 
This would be the “final solution” to 
the Jewish Question. Nowhere in the 
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diary does Goebbels discuss any Hitler 
order to kill the Jews, nor is there any 
reference to extermination camps, gas 
chambers, or any methods of system- 
atic mass-murder. Goebbels acknowl- 
edges that Jews did indeed die by the 
thousands; but the range and scope 
of killings evidently fall far short of 
the claimed figure of 6 million. This 
book contains, for the first time, every 
significant diary entry relating to the 
Jews or Jewish policy. Also included 
are partial or full transcripts of 10 
major essays by Goebbels on the Jews. 
274 pp. pb, 6”x9”, index, bibl. 


The Jewish Hand in the World Wars. 
By Thomas Dalton. For many centu- 
ries, Jews have had a negative repu- 
tation in many countries. The reasons 
given are plentiful, but less-well- 
known is their involvement in war. 
When we examine the causal factors 
for wars, and look at their primary 
beneficiaries, we repeatedly find a 
Jewish presence. Throughout history, 
Jews have played an exceptionally 
active role in promoting and inciting 
wars. With their long-notorious influ- 
ence in government, we find recurrent 
instances of Jews promoting hard-line 
stances, being uncompromising, and 
actively inciting people to hatred. Jew- 
ish misanthropy, rooted in Old Testa- 
ment mandates, and combined with a 
ruthless materialism, has led them, 
time and again, to instigate warfare 
if it served their larger interests. This 
fact explains much about the present- 
day world. In this book, Thomas Dal- 
ton examines in detail the Jewish 
hand in the two world wars. Along the 
way, he dissects Jewish motives and 
Jewish strategies for maximizing gain 
amidst warfare, reaching back centu- 
ries. 2nd ed., 231 pp. pb, 6”x9”, index, 
bibl. 


Eternal Strangers: Critical Views of 
Jews and Judaism through the Ages. 
By Thomas Dalton. It is common 


knowledge that Jews have been dis- 
liked for centuries. But why? Our best 
hope for understanding this recurrent 
‘anti-Semitism’ is to study the history: 
to look at the actual words written by 
prominent critics of the Jews, in con- 
text, and with an eye to any common 
patterns that might emerge. Such a 
study reveals strikingly consistent 
observations: Jews are seen in very 
negative, yet always similar terms. 
The persistence of such comments is 
remarkable and strongly suggests 
that the cause for such animosity re- 
sides in the Jews themselves—in their 
attitudes, their values, their ethnic 
traits and their beliefs.. This book 
addresses the modern-day “Jewish 
problem” in all its depth—something 
which is arguably at the root of many 
of the world’s social, political and eco- 
nomic problems. 186 pp. pb, 6”x9”, in- 
dex, bibl. 


Streicher, Rosenberg, and the Jews: 
The Nuremberg Transcripts. By 
Thomas Dalton. Who, apart from Hit- 
ler, contrived the Nazi view on the 
Jews? And what were these master 
ideologues thinking? During the post- 
war International Military Tribunal 
at Nuremberg, the most-interesting 
men on trial regarding this question 
were two with a special connection to 
the “Jewish Question”: Alfred Rosen- 
berg and Julius Streicher. The cases 
against them, and their personal tes- 
timonies, examined for the first time 
nearly all major aspects of the Holo- 
caust story: the “extermination” the- 
sis, the gas chambers, the gas vans, 
the shootings in the East, and the “6 
million.” The truth of the Holocaust 
has been badly distorted for decades 
by the powers that be. Here we have 
the rare opportunity to hear firsthand 
from two prominent figures in Nazi 
Germany. Their voices, and their ver- 
batim transcripts from the IMT, lend 
some much-needed clarity to the situ- 
ation. 330 pp. pb, 6”x9”, index, bibl. 
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